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1.0 	  INTRODUCTION	  

1.1	  Project	  Description	  

The	  proposed	  project	  is	  a	  County	  of	  San	  Diego	  initiated	  three-‐phase	  project	  for	  the	  
redevelopment	  of	  the	  County	  Cedar	  and	  Kettner	  Property,	  within	  the	  Centre	  City	  community	  of	  
the	  City	  of	  San	  Diego.	  	  This	  County-‐owned	  block	  is	  bounded	  by	  West	  Beech	  Street	  (south),	  
Kettner	  Boulevard	  (east),	  Cedar	  Street	  (north)	  and	  the	  railroad	  right-‐of-‐way	  (west)	  within	  the	  
City	  of	  San	  Diego.	  

Phase	  1	  of	  the	  proposed	  County	  Cedar	  and	  Kettner	  Development	  Project	  would	  include	  the	  site	  
preparation	  of	  the	  entire	  property	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  parking	  structure.	  The	  project	  
site	  is	  currently	  developed	  with	  a	  surface	  parking	  lot	  over	  the	  northern	  two-‐thirds	  of	  the	  project	  
site;	  on	  the	  southern	  third	  is	  the	  Star	  Builders	  office	  building	  and	  warehouse	  fronting	  westerly	  
toward	  the	  railroad	  ROW.	  	  The	  existing	  surface	  parking	  and	  all	  structures	  onsite,	  including	  the	  
three-‐story	  Star	  Builders	  Supply	  Company	  building	  (commonly	  known	  as	  the	  “Standard	  Sanitary	  
Manufacturing	  Company”),	  and	  referred	  to	  herein	  as	  the	  “Star	  Building”,	  a	  City-‐designated	  
historic	  structure	  and	  adjacent	  warehouse	  (not	  designated	  as	  historic),	  are	  proposed	  to	  be	  
removed	  to	  allow	  for	  development	  proposed	  under	  Phase	  1,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  future	  phases	  of	  
development.	  	  The	  parking	  structure	  would	  have	  three	  levels	  of	  below-‐grade	  parking	  and	  six	  
floors	  of	  above-‐grade	  parking.	  	  Approximately	  640	  standard	  and	  ADA	  parking	  spaces	  would	  be	  
provided	  in	  this	  structure.	  Access	  would	  be	  provided	  at	  two	  separate	  points,	  two	  lanes	  for	  
entrance	  on	  Beech	  Street	  and	  two	  lanes	  for	  exit	  on	  Cedar	  Street.	  Cladding	  is	  proposed	  along	  all	  
four	  sides	  of	  the	  parking	  structure.	  

	  
Phase	  2a	  involves	  the	  construction	  and	  development	  of	  a	  five-‐story	  building	  with	  
retail/commercial	  on	  the	  first	  floor	  and	  offices	  on	  the	  upper	  four	  floors.	  	  The	  building	  would	  be	  
constructed	  along	  the	  eastern	  side	  of	  the	  parking	  structure.	  	  Phase	  2b	  is	  located	  in	  the	  southern	  
third	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  would	  involve	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  high-‐rise	  residential	  structure,	  
with	  retail	  along	  Kettner	  Boulevard	  and	  live-‐work	  lofts	  along	  the	  western	  project	  boundary.	  	  	  
	  
As	   illustrated	   in	   the	   conceptual	   design	   plans	   for	   the	   project,	   three	   levels	   of	   parking	  
(approximately	   160	   standard	   and	   ADA	   spaces)	   for	   the	   Phase	   2b	   residential	   and	   retail	  
development	  would	  be	  constructed	  beneath	  Phase	  2b	  and	  would	  connect	  underground	  to	  the	  
Phase	  1	  parking	  structure.	   	  However,	   ingress	  and	  egress	  to	  this	  parking	  would	  be	   limited	  to	  a	  
driveway	  on	  Kettner	  Boulevard	   to	  allow	   for	   a	  private	  access	   for	   residents,	   separate	   from	   the	  
CAC	   and	   office/commercial	   access,	   which	   would	   be	   from	   Beech	   Street	   (Inbound)	   and	   Cedar	  
Street	  (Outbound).	  A	  total	  of	  163	  residential	  units	  are	  proposed	  in	  Phase	  2b.	  	  
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1.2	  Existing	  Conditions	  

1.2.1	  Environmental	  Setting	  

Natural	  Setting	  

The	  property	  is	  located	  within	  a	  city	  block	  bounded	  by	  West	  Beech	  Street	  (south),	  Kettner	  
Boulevard	  (east),	  Cedar	  Street	  (north)	  and	  the	  railroad	  right-‐of-‐way	  (west)	  in	  the	  City	  of	  San	  
Diego.	  	  It	  is	  located	  within	  the	  Centre	  City	  Redevelopment	  Project	  Area,	  the	  Little	  Italy	  
Neighborhood	  of	  that	  Project	  Area	  and	  the	  Residential	  Emphasis	  Land	  Use	  District,	  according	  to	  
the	  Land	  Use	  Map	  from	  the	  Centre	  City	  Planned	  District	  Ordinance.	  1	  	  	  It	  is	  surrounded	  by	  mid-‐	  
and	  high-‐rise	  residential	  and	  office	  development,	  parking	  lots	  and	  the	  County	  Administration	  
Center.	  	  In	  the	  early	  1900s,	  this	  area	  was	  developed	  for	  commercial	  and	  industrial	  uses	  because	  
of	  the	  proximity	  of	  the	  waterfront	  and	  the	  rail	  line.	  	  In	  the	  1930s,	  the	  County	  Administration	  
Center	  introduced	  governmental	  uses	  and	  in	  the	  1980s,	  the	  Centre	  City	  Redevelopment	  Project	  
introduced	  office	  and	  residential	  uses.	  	  	  

Cultural	  Setting/Historical	  Background	  

The	  City	  of	  San	  Diego	  was	  incorporated	  as	  a	  City	  by	  the	  state	  legislature	  in	  1849.	  	  One	  of	  the	  
first	  acts	  of	  the	  new	  City	  Council	  was	  to	  approve	  earlier	  maps	  of	  the	  City	  and	  its	  tidelands.	  	  At	  
the	  same	  time,	  pueblo	  lands	  were	  being	  divided	  up	  among	  buyers,	  mostly	  for	  speculation.	  	  

West	  of	  Balboa	  Park,	  between	  Old	  Town	  and	  the	  future	  downtown,	  laid	  a	  strip	  of	  low	  hills	  and	  
tidal	  flats	  originally	  referred	  to	  as	  Middletown.	  	  In	  1850,	  a	  group	  of	  ten	  investors	  bought	  the	  
687	  acres	  and	  laid	  out	  the	  streets	  and	  lots	  and	  waited	  for	  boom	  times	  to	  arrive.	  	  After	  the	  boom	  
did	  arrive,	  in	  1880,	  development	  began.	  	  Workers	  for	  local	  government,	  construction	  and	  
downtown	  businesses	  settled	  west	  of	  Front	  Street,	  larger	  and	  more	  impressive	  homes	  were	  
built	  on	  the	  ridges.	  	  Census	  records	  identify	  these	  early	  settlers	  as	  Central	  European	  and	  Irish.	  	  

In	  1875	  there	  were	  only	  75	  Italians	  in	  the	  county,	  but	  by	  1900	  there	  were	  116.	  	  The	  first	  Italians	  
who	  arrived	  had	  tried	  other	  U.S.	  locations	  first.	  	  The	  forerunner	  of	  the	  Italian	  fishing	  community	  
was	  Marco	  Bruschi	  who	  came	  to	  San	  Diego	  in	  1869.	  	  Other	  Italians	  who	  came	  had	  been	  wine	  
growers,	  sheepherders	  and	  ranchers.	  	  	  The	  fishermen	  and	  founders	  of	  fish	  markets	  and	  
restaurants	  arrived	  by	  1900.	  	  All	  of	  these	  transplanted	  members	  of	  the	  Italian	  community	  
founded	  social	  organizations	  with	  large	  memberships.	  	  	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  the	  Portuguese	  
community	  was	  heavily	  involved	  with	  the	  tuna	  industry.	  	  	  The	  1906	  San	  Francisco	  earthquake	  
drove	  more	  Italian	  fishermen	  to	  San	  Diego	  where	  the	  immigrants	  prospered	  for	  the	  next	  few	  
decades.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  A	  copy	  of	  that	  map	  is	  included	  in	  the	  Appendix	  1.	  
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By	  1937,	  a	  different	  pattern	  had	  emerged	  for	  what	  was	  then	  known	  as	  Middletown.	  The	  main	  
business	  district	  was	  located	  at	  the	  Five	  Points	  intersection	  on	  Washington	  Street,	  at	  the	  north	  
end.	  	  	  Fish	  canneries	  were	  established	  at	  the	  south	  end	  and	  residences	  of	  the	  Italian	  fishermen	  
and	  employees	  of	  the	  growing	  aircraft	  industry	  were	  along	  the	  waterfront.	  	  	  

San	  Diego’s	  fishing	  industry	  contributed	  a	  large	  share	  to	  the	  City’s	  growing	  economy.	  	  By	  1939,	  
the	  tuna	  catch	  was	  for	  the	  first	  time	  over	  100	  million	  pounds.	  The	  bulk	  of	  the	  fishing	  was	  
divided	  between	  the	  Portuguese	  residents	  of	  Point	  Loma	  and	  the	  Italians	  of	  Middletown.	  	  The	  
Italians	  came	  mainly	  from	  Sicily	  or	  northern	  Italy.	  	  Our	  Lady	  of	  the	  Rosary	  Church,	  built	  in	  1925,	  
with	  its	  beautiful	  stained-‐glass	  windows	  and	  magnificent	  murals	  by	  Venetian	  painter	  Fausto	  
Tasca,	  formed	  the	  nucleus	  of	  their	  community.	  	  Prominent	  Italians	  of	  the	  early	  decades	  
included	  the	  DeFalcos	  in	  the	  grocery	  business	  and	  the	  Ghios	  of	  Anthony’s	  restaurant	  fame.	  

The	  establishment	  of	  Lindbergh	  Field	  in	  the	  1920s	  and	  1930s	  caused	  early	  height	  limits	  to	  be	  
imposed	  that	  also	  affected	  the	  development	  of	  this	  region,	  Point	  Loma	  and	  Loma	  Portal.	  	  	  

During	  World	  War	  II,	  the	  San	  Diego	  Italian	  fishermen	  were	  ordered	  to	  move	  from	  homes	  close	  
to	  the	  harbor	  as	  suspicious	  authorities	  considered	  them	  as	  having	  ties	  to	  Italy.	  	  Non-‐citizen	  
Italians	  also	  had	  to	  move	  east.	  	  Many	  families	  moved	  back	  after	  the	  war	  was	  over.	  

After	  the	  War,	  the	  tuna	  industry	  gradually	  declined	  on	  the	  west	  coast	  and	  the	  1960s	  
construction	  of	  the	  Interstate	  5	  freeway	  destroyed	  35%	  of	  the	  buildings	  in	  Middletown,	  all	  of	  
which	  led	  to	  the	  disintegration	  of	  the	  community.	  	  But	  in	  the	  early	  1990s,	  the	  established	  
property	  owners	  and	  family-‐run	  business	  owners	  decided	  to	  take	  their	  fate	  in	  their	  own	  hands,	  
and	  today’s	  thriving	  Little	  Italy	  business	  and	  residential	  community	  is	  the	  result.	  

With	  reference	  to	  the	  subject	  property,	  its	  construction	  and	  use	  were	  tied	  to	  the	  main	  rail	  line	  
that	  served	  San	  Diego	  and	  points	  south	  and	  north,	  the	  Atchison,	  Topeka	  &	  Santa	  Fe	  (formerly	  
the	  California	  Southern)	  Railway.	  	  This	  rail	  line	  was	  the	  conduit	  for	  all	  goods	  moving	  in	  and	  out	  
of	  San	  Diego	  since	  the	  late	  1880s,	  and	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  Building	  was	  built	  to	  be	  
served	  by	  that	  rail	  line.	  	  The	  ground	  floor’s	  west	  façade,	  on	  the	  rail	  line,	  and	  south	  façade,	  on	  
the	  street,	  both	  contained	  large	  freight	  warehouse	  doorways	  to	  move	  goods	  in	  and	  out.	  	  
Concrete	  ramps	  for	  loading	  and	  unloading	  goods	  directly	  from	  railroad	  cars	  along	  the	  west	  
façade	  existed	  as	  part	  of	  a	  5’	  wide	  loading	  platform	  that	  ran	  the	  length	  of	  the	  building.	  	  

Within	  this	  area	  of	  Centre	  City,	  only	  one	  other	  warehouse	  structure	  of	  a	  similar	  vintage	  on	  this	  
rail	  line	  remains	  and	  that	  is	  the	  former	  San	  Diego	  Grain	  and	  Milling	  Company,	  one	  block	  south	  
at	  West	  Ash	  Street.	  	  This	  brick	  warehouse,	  San	  Diego	  Historical	  Landmark	  #257,	  has	  been	  
incorporated	  into	  a	  condominium	  complex	  and,	  although	  its	  original	  facades	  have	  been	  
retained,	  it	  is	  no	  longer	  accessible	  from	  the	  rail	  line.	  
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1.2.2.	  Record	  Search	  Results	  

Previous	  Studies	  	  

The	  subject	  property	  was	  included	  in	  the	  Historic	  Site	  Inventory	  of	  Harborview,	  prepared	  for	  
the	  Centre	  City	  Development	  Corporation	  (CCDC)	  by	  the	  Lia/Brandes	  Team	  in	  February	  1989.	  2	  
This	  property	  was	  found	  to	  be	  eligible	  for	  the	  local	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources	  and	  was	  
evaluated	  as	  an	  example	  of	  the	  Edwardian	  Commercial	  style	  of	  architecture	  and	  as	  a	  good	  
example	  of	  the	  application	  of	  late	  Victorian	  stylistic	  elements	  to	  an	  industrial	  use.	  

In	  October	  of	  1990,	  the	  architectural	  firm	  of	  Milford	  Wayne	  Donaldson	  did	  an	  Architectural	  
Feasibility	  Study	  of	  the	  building	  for	  the	  County	  of	  San	  Diego.	  3	  	  That	  study	  quoted	  the	  findings	  of	  
the	  above-‐cited	  1989	  Inventory	  and	  also	  noted	  that	  this	  “warehouse	  was	  designed	  with	  some	  
unique	  details	  that	  represent	  the	  Renaissance	  Revival	  Style	  which	  is	  rare	  in	  San	  Diego.	  	  Given	  
the	  above	  facts	  makes	  it	  apparent	  that	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  Building	  is	  one	  of	  San	  Diego’s	  
historically	  significant	  structures,	  and	  it	  is	  our	  conclusion	  that	  it	  be	  recommended	  for	  local	  
landmark	  status.”	  	  	  

On	  March	  5,	  1991,	  a	  Negative	  Declaration	  was	  issued	  by	  the	  County	  of	  San	  Diego	  for	  a	  Board	  of	  
Supervisors’	  discretionary	  action	  to	  restore	  and	  reuse	  the	  “Star	  Builders	  Warehouse”	  by	  
integrating	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  ground	  floor	  as	  a	  light	  rail	  station,	  using	  the	  balance	  of	  that	  floor	  for	  
public	  retail	  and	  using	  the	  upper	  4,800	  square	  feet	  for	  County	  office	  space.	  	  The	  Negative	  
Declaration	  found	  that	  the	  restoration	  as	  proposed	  would	  meet	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  
Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation	  and	  Guidelines	  for	  Rehabilitating	  Historic	  Buildings.	  	  It	  also	  noted	  
that	  preservation	  of	  historic	  sites	  is	  a	  goal	  of	  the	  Conservation	  Element	  of	  the	  San	  Diego	  County	  
General	  Plan.	  4	  

On	  October	  15,	  1991,	  the	  County’s	  Chief	  Administrative	  Officer	  submitted	  a	  Report	  to	  the	  Board	  
of	  Supervisors	  recommending	  the	  approval	  of	  the	  restoration	  and	  adaptive	  re-‐use	  of	  the	  1911	  
Star	  Builders	  Warehouse.	  The	  proposed	  project	  was	  described	  as	  follows:	  	  the	  rehabilitation	  of	  
the	  building	  would	  result	  in	  approximately	  4,800	  square	  feet	  of	  County	  office	  space	  and	  670	  
square	  feet	  of	  a	  light	  rail	  station	  platform	  integrated	  with	  the	  ground	  floor	  of	  the	  building.	  The	  
remaining	  2,830	  square	  feet	  on	  the	  ground	  floor	  could	  be	  utilized	  for	  a	  small	  retail/commercial	  
area,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  County-‐information	  center	  related	  to	  jobs,	  transit	  or	  other	  appropriate	  
functions.	  	  	  

On	  December	  4,	  1991,	  a	  Staff	  Report	  to	  the	  City’s	  Historic	  Sites	  Board	  was	  issued	  
recommending	  designation	  of	  the	  building	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  its	  architecture	  as	  a	  “rare,	  well-‐
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  DPR	  form	  from	  that	  Inventory	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  2.	  
3	  	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  narrative	  portion	  of	  that	  Study	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  3.	  
4	  	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  Negative	  Declaration	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  4.	  
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executed	  San	  Diego	  example	  of	  an	  industrial	  building	  designed	  in	  the	  Renaissance	  Revival	  style	  
popular	  during	  the	  Edwardian	  era.	  	  It	  is	  notable	  for	  its	  creative	  use	  of	  concrete	  elements.”	  5	  	  
This	  Staff	  Report	  referred	  to	  the	  October	  15,	  1991	  Report	  by	  the	  Chief	  Administrative	  Officer	  
and	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  County	  would	  not	  be	  legally	  bound	  by	  the	  Historic	  Site	  Board	  actions	  
related	  to	  the	  subject	  property	  even	  if	  it	  is	  designated	  due	  to	  the	  County’s	  status	  “as	  a	  superior	  
governmental	  entity”.	  

On	  December	  11,	  1991,	  the	  Historic	  Sites	  Board	  approved	  the	  staff	  recommendation	  and	  the	  
recorded	  Designation	  Resolution	  utilizing	  the	  same	  language	  as	  the	  staff	  recommendation.	  6	  

Previously	  Recorded	  Sites	  Adjacent	  to	  the	  Project	  Area	  

The	  subject	  property	  is	  located	  within	  a	  long	  developed	  area	  of	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Diego	  near	  the	  
waterfront,	  now	  known	  as	  Little	  Italy.	  	  	  In	  1989,	  a	  two	  volume	  Historic	  Site	  Inventory	  of	  
Harborview	  7	  was	  prepared	  by	  the	  Lia/Brandes	  Team	  for	  the	  Centre	  City	  Development	  
Corporation.	  	  The	  Inventory	  documented	  79	  sites,	  which	  were	  ranked	  1	  for	  those	  thought	  
eligible	  for	  the	  National	  Register,	  2	  for	  those	  thought	  eligible	  for	  the	  Local	  Register	  and	  3	  for	  
those	  thought	  not	  eligible	  for	  either	  register.	  	  	  The	  subject	  property	  was	  ranked	  2.	  

This	  Harborview	  Inventory	  was	  reviewed	  by	  the	  City’s	  Historical	  Site	  Board	  at	  meetings	  that	  
occurred	  between	  April	  and	  October	  of	  1990.	  	  Of	  these	  79	  properties,	  25	  properties	  located	  
within	  a	  ¼	  mile	  radius	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  were	  designated	  during	  this	  1990	  review	  of	  the	  
Inventory	  by	  the	  Historical	  Site	  Board.	  	  In	  1978,	  1980,	  1986	  and	  2006,	  four	  other	  properties	  
within	  a	  ¼	  mile	  radius	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  were	  designated	  as	  local	  historical	  resources.	  	  The	  
property	  designated	  in	  1978	  was	  later	  demolished	  pursuant	  to	  a	  City	  issued	  discretionary	  
permit.	  	  	  

Therefore,	  there	  are	  28	  previously	  recorded,	  locally	  designated	  historical	  sites	  adjacent	  to	  the	  
project	  area	  and,	  of	  these,	  4	  have	  been	  incorporated	  into	  new	  development.	  This	  information	  
has	  been	  compiled	  in	  a	  Table	  of	  Designated	  Historical	  Resources	  within	  a	  quarter	  mile	  of	  726-‐
734	  West	  Beech	  Street.	  8	  

Previously	  recorded	  archaeological	  resources	  are	  the	  subject	  of	  an	  Archaeological	  Resources	  
Technical	  Report	  prepared	  as	  part	  of	  this	  environmental	  review.	  

1.3	  Applicable	  Regulations	  	  	  	  

State	  Law	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  	  A	  copy	  of	  that	  Staff	  Report	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  5.	  
6	  	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  Designation	  Resolution	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  6.	  
7	  	  The	  Little	  Italy	  neighborhood	  was	  formerly	  referred	  to	  as	  Harborview.	  
8	  	  A	  copy	  of	  this	  Table	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  7.	  
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California	  Government	  Code	  §53090	  and	  §53091	  recognize	  the	  principle	  of	  intergovernmental	  
immunity,	  such	  that	  cities	  and	  counties	  are	  exempt	  from	  each	  other’s	  building	  and	  zoning	  
regulations.	  	  (Lawler	  v.	  City	  of	  Redding,	  1992,	  Cal	  App	  3d	  Dist.)	  	  However,	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  
§21153	  requires	  CEQA	  consultation	  by	  local	  lead	  agencies	  with	  other	  public	  agencies.	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  (CEQA)	  has	  established	  that	  a	  project	  that	  may	  cause	  a	  
substantial	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  significance	  of	  a	  historical	  resource	  is	  a	  project	  that	  may	  have	  
a	  significant	  effect	  on	  the	  environment,	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  §21084.1.	  	  For	  purposes	  of	  this	  
code	  section,	  “historical	  resources”	  includes	  those	  listed	  in	  a	  Local	  Register	  of	  Historical	  
Resources.	  

A	  substantial	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  significance	  of	  a	  historical	  resource	  means	  physical	  
demolition,	  destruction,	  relocation,	  or	  alteration	  of	  the	  resource	  or	  its	  immediate	  surroundings	  
such	  that	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  historical	  resource	  would	  be	  materially	  impaired,	  CEQA	  
Guidelines	  §15064.5	  (b)(1).	  

San	  Diego	  Municipal	  Code	  

Properties	  are	  designated	  as	  local	  historical	  resources	  pursuant	  to	  the	  San	  Diego	  Municipal	  
Code’s	  Chapter	  12,	  Article	  3,	  Division	  2,	  §123.0201	  et	  seq.,	  entitled	  Designation	  of	  Historical	  
Resources	  Procedures.	  	  This	  property	  was	  designated	  as	  a	  local	  historical	  resource	  on	  December	  
11,	  1991.	  	  However,	  because	  the	  property	  is	  owned	  by	  a	  separate	  governmental	  entity,	  the	  
property	  is	  exempt	  from	  the	  City’s	  building	  and	  zoning	  regulations.	  	  Therefore,	  because	  the	  
subject	  property	  is	  owned	  by	  the	  County	  of	  San	  Diego,	  the	  City’s	  Historical	  Resources	  
Regulations,	  contained	  in	  the	  Municipal	  Code’s	  Chapter	  14,	  Article	  3,	  Division	  2,	  §143.0201	  et	  
seq.,	  and	  its	  Site	  Development	  Permit	  Procedures,	  contained	  in	  the	  Municipal	  Code’s	  Chapter	  
12,	  Article	  6,	  Division	  5,	  §126.0501	  et	  seq.,	  are	  not	  applicable	  to	  the	  subject	  property	  and	  are	  
not	  relevant	  for	  this	  Report.	  

2.0	  	  GUIDELINES	  FOR	  DETERMINING	  SIGNIFICANCE	  

Historic	  Resources	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  (CEQA)	  has	  established	  that	  a	  project	  that	  may	  cause	  a	  
substantial	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  significance	  of	  a	  historical	  resource	  is	  a	  project	  that	  may	  have	  
a	  significant	  effect	  on	  the	  environment,	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  §21084.1.	  	  For	  purposes	  of	  this	  
section,	  “historical	  resources”	  includes	  those	  listed	  in	  a	  Local	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources.	  	  
Therefore,	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  building	  is	  listed	  on	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Diego	  
Historical	  Resources	  Register	  means	  that	  it	  must	  be	  treated	  as	  a	  “historical	  resource”	  under	  
CEQA.	  
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The	  guidelines	  for	  determining	  historical	  significance	  under	  CEQA,	  for	  properties	  that	  are	  not	  
automatically	  considered	  historical	  resources,	  i.e.	  properties	  nominated	  directly	  to	  the	  
California	  Register,	  have	  been	  established	  by	  the	  California	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  §5024.1	  and	  
CEQA	  Guidelines	  §15064.5(a)(3),	  which	  read	  as	  follows:	  “Generally,	  a	  resource	  shall	  be	  
considered	  by	  the	  lead	  agency	  to	  be	  `historically	  significant’	  if	  the	  resource	  meets	  the	  criteria	  
for	  listing	  in	  the	  California	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources.”	  	  Those	  criteria	  are	  as	  follows:	  

(A) Is	  associated	  with	  events	  that	  have	  made	  a	  significant	  contribution	  to	  the	  broad	  
patterns	  of	  California’s	  history	  and	  cultural	  heritage;	  
	  

(B) Is	  associated	  with	  the	  lives	  of	  persons	  important	  in	  our	  past;	  
	  

(C) Embodies	  the	  distinctive	  characteristics	  of	  a	  type,	  period,	  region,	  or	  method	  of	  
construction,	  or	  represents	  the	  work	  of	  an	  important	  creative	  individual,	  or	  possesses	  
high	  artistic	  values;	  or	  	  
	  

(D) Has	  yielded,	  or	  may	  be	  likely	  to	  yield	  information	  important	  in	  history	  or	  prehistory.	  

The	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  building	  was	  found	  by	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Diego	  in	  December	  of	  1991	  to	  
meet	  the	  City’s	  designation	  criterion	  C,	  for	  architecture.	  	  	  The	  City’s	  criterion	  for	  architecture	  is	  
a	  restatement	  of	  the	  California	  Register	  and	  the	  National	  Register	  criteria	  for	  architecture.	  

Integrity	  

Furthermore,	  pursuant	  to	  the	  California	  Office	  of	  Historic	  Preservation’s	  Technical	  Assistance	  
Series	  #5	  publication	  and	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Diego’s	  Guidelines	  for	  the	  Application	  of	  the	  Historical	  
Resources	  Board	  Designation	  Criteria,	  all	  resources	  nominated	  for	  listing	  on	  the	  California	  
Register	  must	  have	  integrity,	  which	  is	  the	  authenticity	  of	  a	  historical	  resource’s	  physical	  identity	  
evidenced	  by	  the	  survival	  of	  characteristics	  that	  existed	  during	  the	  resource’s	  period	  of	  
significance.	  	  Resources,	  therefore,	  must	  retain	  enough	  of	  their	  historic	  character	  or	  
appearance	  to	  be	  recognizable	  as	  historical	  resources	  and	  to	  convey	  the	  reasons	  for	  their	  
significance.	  	  Integrity	  is	  evaluated	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  retention	  of	  location,	  design,	  setting,	  
materials,	  workmanship,	  feeling	  and	  association.	  	  It	  must	  also	  be	  judged	  with	  reference	  to	  the	  
particular	  criteria	  under	  which	  a	  resource	  is	  proposed	  for	  nomination.	  

The	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interiors	  Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation	  

The	  1991	  Negative	  Declaration	  that	  was	  issued	  by	  the	  County	  for	  the	  approval	  of	  the	  
rehabilitation	  of	  this	  building	  found	  that	  the	  plans	  as	  proposed	  would	  comply	  with	  the	  
Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation.	  	  Since	  the	  rehabilitation	  and	  adaptive	  
reuse	  of	  the	  property	  was	  completed	  in	  1996,	  the	  building’s	  continuing	  eligibility	  for	  the	  
California	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources	  is	  dependent	  upon	  a	  determination	  that	  the	  
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completed	  rehabilitation	  and	  adaptive	  reuse	  project	  complied	  with	  these	  Standards,	  which	  are	  
as	  follows:	  

1. A	  property	  will	  be	  used	  as	  it	  was	  historically	  or	  will	  be	  given	  a	  new	  use	  that	  requires	  
minimal	  change	  to	  its	  distinctive	  materials,	  features,	  spaces	  and	  spatial	  relationships.	  

	  
2. The	  historic	  character	  of	  a	  property	  will	  be	  retained	  and	  preserved.	  	  The	  removal	  of	  

distinctive	  materials	  or	  alterations	  of	  features,	  spaces	  and	  spatial	  relationships	  that	  
characterize	  a	  property	  will	  be	  avoided.	  
	  

3. Each	  property	  will	  be	  recognized	  as	  a	  physical	  record	  of	  its	  time,	  place	  and	  use.	  	  Changes	  
that	  create	  a	  false	  sense	  of	  historical	  development,	  such	  as	  adding	  conjectural	  features	  
or	  elements	  from	  other	  historic	  properties,	  will	  not	  be	  undertaken.	  
	  

4. Changes	  to	  a	  property	  that	  have	  acquired	  historic	  significance	  in	  their	  own	  right	  will	  be	  
retained	  and	  preserved.	  
	  

5. Distinctive	  materials,	  features,	  finishes	  and	  construction	  techniques	  or	  examples	  of	  
craftsmanship	  that	  characterize	  a	  property	  will	  be	  preserved.	  

	  
6. Deteriorated	  historic	  features	  will	  be	  repaired	  rather	  than	  replaced.	  	  Where	  the	  severity	  

of	  deterioration	  requires	  replacement	  of	  a	  distinctive	  feature,	  the	  new	  feature	  will	  
match	  the	  old	  in	  design,	  color,	  texture	  and,	  where	  possible,	  materials.	  Replacement	  of	  
missing	  features	  will	  be	  substantiated	  by	  documentary	  and	  physical	  evidence.	  

	  
7. Chemical	  or	  physical	  treatments,	  if	  appropriate,	  will	  be	  undertaken	  using	  the	  gentlest	  

means	  possible.	  	  Treatments	  that	  cause	  damage	  to	  historic	  materials	  will	  not	  be	  used.	  
	  

8. Archaeological	  resources	  will	  be	  protected	  and	  preserved	  in	  place.	  	  If	  such	  resources	  
must	  be	  disturbed,	  mitigation	  measures	  will	  be	  undertaken.	  

	  
9. New	  additions,	  exterior	  alterations	  or	  related	  new	  construction	  will	  not	  destroy	  historic	  

materials,	  features	  or	  spatial	  relationships	  that	  characterize	  the	  property.	  	  The	  new	  
work	  shall	  be	  differentiated	  from	  the	  old	  and	  will	  be	  compatible	  with	  the	  historic	  
materials,	  features,	  size,	  scale	  and	  proportion,	  and	  massing	  to	  protect	  the	  integrity	  of	  
the	  property	  and	  its	  environment.	  

	  
10. New	  additions	  and	  adjacent	  or	  related	  new	  construction	  will	  be	  undertaken	  in	  such	  a	  

manner	  that,	  if	  removed	  in	  the	  future,	  the	  essential	  form	  and	  integrity	  of	  the	  historic	  
property	  and	  its	  environment	  would	  be	  unimpaired.	  	  

	  	  
3.0	  ANALYSIS	  OF	  PROJECT	  EFFECTS	  

3.1	  Methods	  
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3.1.1	  	  Archival	  Research	  

A	  primary	  source	  of	  archival	  research	  on	  buildings	  is	  the	  County	  Assessor’s	  Building	  Record.	  	  
However,	  because	  this	  property	  was	  acquired	  by	  the	  County	  of	  San	  Diego	  in	  March	  of	  1985,	  the	  
Assessor’s	  Office	  did	  not	  retain	  this	  record,	  which	  is	  used	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  documenting	  a	  
property	  for,	  among	  other	  reasons,	  property	  tax	  assessments.	  	  	  

Sanborn	  Fire	  Insurance	  Maps	  were	  obtained	  for	  the	  property	  from	  1906	  to	  1971.	  	  Maps	  were	  
available	  for	  1906,	  1921,	  and	  1950	  to	  1971.	  	  The	  parcel	  was	  vacant	  in	  1906	  and	  the	  building	  first	  
appears	  on	  the	  1921	  Map,	  where	  it	  is	  described	  as	  a	  commercial	  transfer	  warehouse	  with	  a	  5’	  
wide	  loading	  platform	  adjacent	  to	  the	  AT&SF	  Railway	  Main	  Line.	  9	  	  The	  1921	  to	  1971	  Maps	  
show	  the	  Hercules	  Oil	  Company	  facilities	  on	  parcels	  to	  the	  north	  and	  northeast	  of	  the	  subject	  
property	  consistently.	  

The	  Legal	  Description	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  is:	  	  Lot	  6	  of	  Block	  28	  of	  Middletown,	  according	  to	  
the	  partition	  map	  thereof	  made	  by	  J.E.	  Jackson	  in	  1874,	  on	  file	  in	  the	  County	  Recorder’s	  Office,	  
excepting	  from	  said	  lot,	  that	  portion	  thereof	  included	  within	  the	  right	  of	  way	  of	  the	  Atchison,	  
Topeka	  and	  Santa	  Fe	  Railway	  Company,	  formerly	  the	  California	  Southern	  Railway	  Company,	  by	  
deed	  recorded	  in	  Book	  36,	  page	  171	  of	  Deeds.	  	  As	  indicated	  on	  the	  Assessor’s	  Parcel	  Map,	  a	  25’	  
wide	  right	  of	  way	  for	  the	  rail	  line	  is	  reserved	  on	  the	  west	  side	  of	  all	  the	  parcels	  on	  this	  block,	  
reducing	  the	  useable	  square	  footage	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  to	  5000	  sf.	  10	  

A	  Chain	  of	  Title	  was	  acquired	  for	  the	  property	  and	  it	  shows	  a	  series	  of	  owners	  of	  the	  vacant	  
parcel	  from	  1874	  to	  1908,	  when,	  on	  July	  15,	  1908,	  J.R.	  and	  Katherine	  B.	  Downs	  conveyed	  the	  
property	  to	  Wayne	  G.	  Simmons.	  	  On	  January	  27,	  1911,	  Wayne	  G.	  and	  Mary	  K.	  Simmons	  
conveyed	  the	  property	  to	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Supply	  Company.	  	  The	  Lot	  Block	  Book	  Pages	  for	  this	  
property	  show	  that	  it	  was	  first	  assessed	  for	  improvements	  in	  1911,	  when	  the	  owners	  were	  
shown	  as	  Wayne	  G.	  Simmons	  and	  Star	  Builders	  Supply	  Co.	  	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  believed	  that	  Wayne	  
G.	  Simmons	  constructed	  the	  subject	  building	  in	  1911.	  

In	  August	  of	  1919,	  the	  Southern	  Trust	  and	  Commerce	  Bank	  acquired	  the	  property	  from	  the	  
Trustees	  of	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Supply	  Company	  in	  a	  judicial	  foreclosure	  action	  and	  in	  June	  of	  
1923,	  the	  Bank	  sold	  the	  property	  to	  the	  Standard	  Sanitary	  Manufacturing	  Company.	  	  In	  March	  
of	  1939,	  the	  Standard	  Sanitary	  Manufacturing	  Company	  conveyed	  the	  property	  to	  the	  American	  
Radiator	  &	  Standard	  Sanitary	  Corporation.	  	  In	  March	  of	  1944,	  the	  American	  Radiator	  &	  
Standard	  Sanitary	  Corporation	  conveyed	  it	  to	  James	  W.	  and	  Donna	  Elizabeth	  Case.	  	  (At	  the	  
same	  time,	  James	  W.	  Case	  acquired	  the	  lot	  immediately	  east	  of	  the	  subject	  property.)	  	  In	  April	  
of	  1976	  the	  Cases	  conveyed	  the	  subject	  property	  to	  James	  D.	  and	  Leona	  M.	  Bradfield.	  	  The	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9	  	  Copies	  of	  these	  Maps	  are	  included	  in	  Appendix	  8.	  
10	  	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  Assessor’s	  Parcel	  Map	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  9.	  
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Bradfields	  conveyed	  the	  property	  to	  the	  Santa	  Fe	  Land	  Improvement	  Company	  in	  March	  of	  
1985	  and	  on	  the	  same	  day	  the	  property	  was	  conveyed	  to	  the	  County	  of	  San	  Diego.	  11	  

A	  use	  chronology	  of	  the	  building,	  which	  has	  been	  compiled	  from	  a	  variety	  of	  sources,	  is	  as	  
follows.	  	  The	  Star	  Builders	  Supply	  Company	  occupied	  the	  building	  between	  1911	  and	  1919.	  	  
When	  the	  Standard	  Sanitary	  Manufacturing	  Company	  took	  over	  the	  building	  in	  1923,	  it	  became	  
one	  of	  the	  60	  branches	  of	  the	  company	  across	  the	  country.	  	  They	  used	  the	  building	  for	  office	  
and	  warehouse	  space.	  	  Thereafter,	  the	  building	  was	  vacant	  for	  a	  long	  period	  until	  1943,	  when	  
the	  Grand	  Rapids	  Home	  Furnishings	  Company	  moved	  in	  and	  painted	  signage	  on	  the	  north	  wall,	  
which	  remains	  today.	  In	  1944,	  the	  C	  &	  R	  Transfer	  Company,	  owned	  by	  James	  W.	  Case,	  moved	  in	  
and	  became	  one	  of	  the	  longest	  lasting	  tenants.	  	  Their	  signage	  was	  added	  to	  the	  east	  wall	  of	  the	  
building,	  which	  also	  remains.	  	  In	  February	  of	  1947,	  James	  W.	  Case	  built	  another,	  single	  story	  
warehouse	  on	  the	  lot	  to	  the	  east	  and	  the	  C	  &	  R	  Transfer	  Company	  utilized	  it	  as	  well.	  	  The	  
Bradfields	  succeeded	  Case	  as	  the	  owners	  of	  the	  C	  &	  R	  Transfer	  Company.	  	  These	  two	  
warehouses	  were	  also	  used	  by	  a	  beer	  distributor	  and	  by	  a	  distributor	  of	  safety	  equipment	  and	  
welding	  supplies.	  12	  	  

Architectural	  Feasibility	  Study	  

In	  October	  of	  1990,	  an	  Architectural	  Feasibility	  Study	  of	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  Building	  was	  
prepared	  by	  the	  Milford	  Wayne	  Donaldson	  architectural	  firm.	  	  That	  Study	  contained	  a	  thorough	  
description	  and	  photographs	  13	  of	  the	  building	  at	  that	  time:	  

“This	  three-‐story	  block	  shaped	  industrial	  structure,	  with	  its	  flat	  parapeted	  roof,	  
projecting	  eave	  and	  heavy	  undecorated	  ledgement	  below	  each	  double	  hung	  sash	  
window	  is	  representative	  of	  Edwardian	  Commercial	  architecture	  in	  transition.	  	  The	  
structural	  bays	  are	  apparent	  in	  the	  massive	  concrete	  elements,	  both	  vertical	  and	  
horizontal,	  supporting	  the	  building.	  	  A	  decorative	  band	  of	  dentils	  marks	  the	  top	  of	  each	  
floor	  below	  the	  spandrels,	  which	  project	  out	  from	  the	  face	  of	  the	  exterior	  walls.	  	  Cast	  
concrete	  blocks,	  which	  were	  made	  to	  simulate	  quarried	  stone,	  were	  used	  above	  the	  sill	  
line	  of	  each	  floor.	  	  The	  ground	  floor	  entrances	  of	  the	  south	  and	  west	  faces	  (those	  with	  
frontage	  on	  the	  street	  and	  tracks)	  consist	  of	  large	  warehouse	  freight	  doorways	  and	  
standard	  sized	  doorways.	  	  Concrete	  ramps	  for	  loading	  and	  unloading	  goods	  directly	  
from	  railroad	  cars	  along	  the	  west	  façade	  existed	  at	  one	  time	  but	  have	  recently	  been	  
removed	  for	  the	  MTS	  north	  line	  construction.	  	  The	  north	  and	  west	  [sic]	  facades	  are	  40’-‐
0”	  tall	  concrete	  walls	  with	  no	  fenestration.	  	  It	  is	  probable	  that	  the	  concrete	  walls	  are	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  	  A	  copy	  of	  the	  Chain	  of	  Title	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  10.	  
12	  	  These	  other	  sources	  include	  the	  Donaldson	  Architectural	  Feasibility	  Study,	  the	  Historical	  Assessment	  on	  the	  
warehouse	  next	  door	  to	  the	  east,	  newspaper	  articles	  and	  City	  Directory	  research.	  	  
13	  	  The	  Pre-‐Rehabilitation	  Photos	  are	  included	  in	  Appendix	  11.	  
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reinforced	  with	  steel.	  	  However,	  no	  tests	  have	  been	  made	  to	  verify	  the	  steel	  
reinforcement.”	  

The	  Feasibility	  Study	  was	  prepared	  to	  research	  the	  building’s	  historical	  significance	  and	  provide	  
analysis	  that	  would	  assist	  the	  County	  in	  determining	  the	  future	  use	  of	  the	  building.	  	  Part	  of	  the	  
analysis	  was	  based	  on	  integrating	  the	  building	  with	  the	  San	  Diego	  County	  Administration	  Center	  
Concept	  Plan	  and	  for	  use	  as	  the	  MTS	  County	  Administration	  Center	  Station.	  	  The	  Study	  was	  
accompanied	  by	  current	  photographs	  of	  the	  exterior	  and	  architectural	  drawings	  of	  the	  
proposed	  rehabilitation	  and	  modifications	  to	  the	  building.	  The	  most	  significant	  modifications	  
were	  to	  occur	  in	  the	  western	  20%	  of	  the	  ground	  floor	  of	  the	  building	  where	  the	  MTS	  station	  
was	  to	  be	  incorporated	  into	  the	  building.	  14	  

Rehabilitation	  of	  the	  building	  

In	  1996,	  the	  final	  architectural	  plans	  by	  the	  Donaldson	  firm	  for	  the	  rehabilitation	  of	  the	  subject	  
property	  were	  approved	  for	  the	  work	  to	  proceed.	  	  The	  following	  discussion	  is	  intended	  to	  
document	  the	  changes	  to	  the	  building	  proposed	  by	  the	  approved	  plans.	  15	  

Ground	  Floor	  Demolition:	  	  The	  western	  20%	  of	  the	  ground	  floor	  of	  the	  building,	  exclusive	  of	  
structural	  elements,	  was	  removed	  to	  create	  the	  open	  MTS	  platform	  space.	  	  This	  area	  and	  two	  
other	  small	  areas	  on	  this	  floor	  were	  excavated	  to	  accommodate	  improvements,	  including	  a	  new	  
elevator	  shaft.	  	  All	  wood	  windows	  and	  doors	  and	  their	  related	  components	  were	  removed	  and	  
the	  window	  in	  the	  best	  condition	  was	  salvaged	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  model	  for	  the	  replacements.	  	  The	  
elevator	  assembly,	  stair	  framing,	  wood	  framed	  partitions	  and	  platforms,	  mechanical,	  electrical,	  
plumbing	  and	  the	  warehouse	  door	  were	  all	  removed.	  	  On	  the	  east	  end	  of	  the	  south	  façade,	  the	  
existing	  pedestrian	  door	  and	  warehouse	  door	  and	  assembly	  were	  removed.	  	  

Second	  and	  Third	  Floor	  Demolition:	  	  The	  building	  footprint	  was	  retained	  on	  these	  levels	  but	  all	  
the	  existing	  wood	  elements	  described	  above	  on	  the	  ground	  floor	  were	  also	  removed	  on	  these	  
floors	  along	  with	  the	  original	  interior	  stairs	  and	  elevator	  shaft.	  	  

Roof	  Level	  Demolition:	  	  The	  built	  up	  roof	  membrane	  system,	  entire	  wood	  joist	  and	  beam	  
framing	  system,	  cornice	  construction,	  scuppers,	  downspouts,	  access	  hatch,	  and	  access	  ladder	  
were	  removed.	  	  A	  corner	  section	  of	  the	  sheet	  metal	  cornice	  was	  retained	  for	  replication.	  

Ground	  Floor	  Construction:	  A	  new	  metal	  exit	  stair	  was	  added	  on	  the	  north	  façade	  to	  serve	  all	  
three	  floors.	  	  An	  open	  8’	  wide	  arcade	  to	  serve	  as	  the	  MTS	  platform	  was	  created.	  	  Three	  large	  
new	  openings	  were	  created	  in	  the	  former	  west	  façade,	  one	  within	  each	  structural	  bay	  of	  this	  
façade.	  	  A	  metal	  storefront	  window	  wall	  system	  was	  installed	  on	  the	  inside	  wall	  of	  the	  arcade.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14	  	  Relevant	  portions	  of	  the	  Study	  are	  included	  in	  Appendix	  3.	  
15	  Copies	  of	  the	  relevant	  sheets	  from	  those	  plans	  are	  included	  in	  Appendix	  12.	  
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Comparable	  openings	  were	  created	  at	  the	  south	  and	  north	  ends	  of	  the	  arcade.	  	  A	  new	  interior	  
stairwell	  and	  elevator	  shaft	  were	  created	  at	  the	  center	  rear	  of	  the	  floor.	  The	  original	  West	  
Beech	  Street	  warehouse	  entrance	  opening	  was	  retained,	  but	  was	  infilled	  with	  a	  new	  metal	  
storefront	  window.	  	  A	  new	  pedestrian	  entrance	  was	  created	  in	  the	  easternmost	  bay	  of	  the	  
south	  façade	  with	  a	  new	  metal	  storefront	  entrance.	  	  New	  wood	  double	  hung	  windows	  were	  
installed	  in	  the	  unaltered	  openings	  on	  the	  ground	  level	  south	  façade.	  

Second	  and	  Third	  Floor	  Construction:	  	  The	  new	  metal	  exit	  stair	  connects	  to	  these	  floors	  as	  does	  
the	  new	  interior	  stairwell	  and	  elevator	  shaft.	  	  Restrooms	  were	  installed	  in	  the	  northeast	  
quadrant	  of	  each	  floor.	  	  New	  double	  hung	  wood	  windows	  were	  installed	  on	  the	  south	  and	  west	  
facades	  of	  both	  floors	  in	  the	  original	  openings.	  	  New	  steel	  frame	  windows	  were	  installed	  in	  the	  
north	  wall,	  on	  the	  second	  and	  third	  floors,	  four	  on	  each	  floor.	  The	  east	  wall	  was	  not	  impacted.	  	  	  

Roof	  Level:	  	  The	  existing	  concrete	  ledger	  (ledgement)	  was	  retained	  and	  a	  new	  sheet	  metal	  
cornice,	  replicating	  the	  original,	  was	  installed.	  	  A	  new	  roof	  access	  hatch	  and	  new	  roofing	  was	  
installed.	  

3.1.2	  	  Survey	  Methods	  

An	  extensive	  site	  inspection	  of	  the	  property	  was	  conducted	  on	  July	  21,	  2011	  by	  Kathleen	  A.	  
Crawford,	  Architectural	  Historian.	  	  Having	  reviewed	  the	  1990	  Feasibility	  Study	  by	  the	  Donaldson	  
firm,	  the	  1996	  architectural	  plans	  for	  the	  rehabilitation	  of	  the	  property	  that	  was	  performed	  by	  
the	  same	  firm,	  and	  photographs	  taken	  on	  that	  date,	  Ms.	  Crawford	  was	  thereby	  assisted	  in	  her	  
observation	  and	  documentation	  of	  existing	  conditions	  of	  the	  property.	  	  Details	  were	  noted	  and	  
consistency	  with	  the	  1996	  plans	  was	  documented.	  In	  addition,	  Ms.	  Crawford	  had	  reviewed	  the	  
previous	  studies	  and	  reports	  on	  the	  building	  and	  the	  archival	  research,	  therefore,	  her	  overall	  
conclusions	  were	  based	  on	  the	  entire	  record.	  

3.1.3	  	  Structures	  Assessment/Building	  Descriptions	  

Current	  Conditions	  
	  
The	  subject	  property	  contains	  a	  three-‐story,	  asymmetrical,	  block	  shaped,	  transitional	  
Edwardian	  Commercial	  style	  industrial	  structure.	  The	  building	  has	  undergone	  renovations	  per	  a	  
previously	  approved	  project.	  The	  building	  has	  a	  concrete	  foundation,	  concrete	  block	  walls,	  and	  
a	  flat	  roof	  with	  a	  parapet.	  	  A	  concrete	  ledger	  below	  a	  sheet	  metal	  cornice	  occurs	  at	  the	  top	  of	  
the	  south	  and	  west	  facades.	  	  	  
	  
The	  building	  contains	  five	  large	  structural	  bays	  on	  the	  south	  façade	  and	  three	  bays	  on	  the	  west	  
façade.	  	  Massive	  concrete	  elements,	  both	  vertical	  and	  horizontal,	  support	  the	  building	  and	  
define	  the	  bays.	  	  The	  building’s	  south	  and	  west	  facades	  are	  accented	  with	  decorative	  bands	  of	  
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dentils	  that	  mark	  the	  top	  of	  each	  floor	  below	  spandrels	  that	  project	  out	  from	  the	  face	  of	  the	  
exterior	  walls.	  	  	  Cast	  concrete	  blocks,	  made	  to	  simulate	  quarried	  stone,	  were	  used	  above	  the	  sill	  
line	  of	  each	  floor.	  	  	  
	  
South	  Façade	  
	  
The	  south	  façade	  is	  one	  of	  two	  primary	  façades	  for	  the	  building	  and	  contains	  the	  main	  entrance	  
to	  the	  structure.	  	  Five	  vertical	  bays	  define	  the	  façade.	  The	  street	  entrance	  is	  located	  in	  the	  
easternmost	  bay	  of	  this	  façade	  with	  a	  metal	  storefront	  entrance.	  	  This	  entrance	  to	  the	  building	  
is	  recessed	  into	  the	  east	  end	  of	  the	  south	  façade	  and	  includes	  a	  pair	  of	  metal	  and	  glass,	  multi-‐
lite	  door	  flanked	  by	  side-‐lites	  that	  repeat	  the	  door	  pattern.	  	  The	  734	  street	  address	  appears	  
above	  this	  entrance.	  	  The	  original	  West	  Beech	  Street	  warehouse	  entrance	  opening	  was	  retained	  
but	  infilled	  with	  a	  large,	  rectangular	  shaped,	  metal	  framed,	  fixed	  pane,	  multi-‐lite	  window.	  	  New	  
wood	  framed,	  double	  hung	  sash	  style	  windows	  are	  installed	  in	  the	  unaltered	  openings	  on	  the	  
ground	  level	  of	  the	  south	  façade.	  
	  
The	  five	  large	  bays	  on	  the	  south	  facade	  each	  contain	  a	  wood	  framed,	  multi-‐lite,	  double	  hung	  
sash	  style	  window	  on	  the	  second	  and	  third	  floors.	  	  	  These	  new	  windows	  match	  the	  building’s	  
original	  windows	  and	  are	  placed	  in	  their	  original	  openings.	  	  Heavy	  undecorated	  sills	  are	  present	  
below	  each	  double	  hung	  sash	  style	  window.	  	  	  
	  
In	  the	  westernmost	  bay	  on	  this	  façade,	  at	  the	  ground	  level,	  a	  large	  square	  opening,	  supported	  
by	  a	  horizontal	  concrete	  beam,	  has	  been	  created	  to	  access	  the	  new	  arcade	  at	  this	  location.	  
	  
West	  Façade	  
	  
The	  ground	  floor	  level	  of	  the	  west	  façade	  contains	  a	  new,	  open,	  8’	  wide	  arcade.	  The	  north	  and	  
south	  ends	  of	  the	  arcade	  are	  open	  to	  foot	  traffic.	  Three	  large	  new	  openings	  were	  created	  in	  the	  
former	  west	  façade	  ground	  level,	  one	  within	  each	  structural	  bay	  of	  this	  façade.	  	  The	  upper	  
floors	  are	  supported	  by	  the	  large	  support	  columns	  that	  extend	  upward	  to	  form	  the	  bays	  and	  
complement	  the	  south	  façade	  design.	  	  A	  metal	  storefront	  window	  wall	  occurs	  at	  the	  inside	  wall	  
of	  the	  arcade.	  	  The	  large,	  rectangular	  shaped,	  multi-‐lite,	  fixed	  pane	  window	  fills	  almost	  the	  
entire	  west	  wall	  of	  the	  ground	  floor.	  	  
	  
The	  three	  large	  bays	  on	  the	  west	  facade	  each	  contain	  a	  new	  wood	  framed,	  multi-‐lite,	  double	  
hung	  sash	  style	  window	  on	  the	  second	  and	  third	  floors.	  	  The	  windows	  match	  the	  original	  
windows	  and	  are	  placed	  in	  their	  original	  openings.	  	  Heavy	  undecorated	  sills	  are	  present	  below	  
each	  double	  hung	  sash	  style	  window.	  	  The	  same	  materials,	  dentil	  moldings,	  and	  window	  
treatments	  are	  present	  on	  the	  west	  façade	  and	  match	  the	  south	  façade.	  	  
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North	  Façade	  
	  
Originally	  the	  north	  façade	  did	  not	  contain	  any	  windows	  and	  it	  does	  not	  now	  contain	  window	  
openings	  on	  the	  first	  floor.	  	  The	  second	  and	  third	  floors	  each	  contain	  a	  new	  large,	  steel	  framed,	  
multi-‐lite,	  fixed	  pane	  window	  on	  the	  east	  end	  of	  the	  building.	  	  The	  second	  and	  third	  floors	  at	  
the	  west	  end	  of	  this	  façade	  each	  contain	  three	  new	  rectangular	  shaped,	  steel	  framed,	  fixed	  
pane,	  multi-‐lite	  windows.	  	  A	  new	  large	  metal	  exit	  staircase	  is	  present	  on	  this	  façade.	  	  A	  new	  
single	  door	  opening	  is	  present	  on	  the	  first	  floor	  at	  the	  east	  end	  of	  the	  staircase	  and	  additional	  
new	  single	  door	  openings	  are	  present	  on	  the	  second	  and	  third	  floors,	  providing	  access	  into	  the	  
structure	  at	  these	  levels.	  	  The	  north	  façade	  also	  contains	  a	  painted	  sign.	  	  The	  sign	  is	  primarily	  an	  
oval	  shaped	  sign	  painted	  black	  with	  white	  lettering	  and	  states	  “Grand	  Rapids	  Home	  Furnishing	  
Co.”	  	  The	  word	  “WAREHOUSE”	  is	  painted	  above	  it	  in	  black	  letters.	  	  	  
	  
East	  Façade	  
	  
The	  east	  façade	  abuts	  the	  building	  located	  at	  726	  West	  Beech	  Street.	  Only	  the	  upper	  portion	  is	  
visible.	  This	  section	  of	  the	  building	  contains	  a	  painted	  advertisement	  for	  the	  “C&	  R	  Transfer	  
Company	  Warehouse.”	  	  The	  sign	  has	  white	  letters	  painted	  on	  a	  black	  background	  and	  it	  covers	  
the	  majority	  of	  the	  wall	  space	  on	  the	  third	  floor	  level.	  	  No	  window	  or	  door	  openings	  are	  present	  
on	  the	  east	  façade.	  16	  
	  
3.2.	  	  Results	  

3.2.1.	  Historic	  	  

The	  warehouse	  building	  located	  at	  726-‐734	  West	  Beech	  Street	  in	  San	  Diego	  was	  built	  by	  Wayne	  
G.	  Simmons	  in	  1911,	  and	  may	  have	  been	  built	  specifically	  for	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Supply	  Company.	  	  
It	  was	  designed	  to	  serve	  as	  a	  warehouse	  whereby	  goods	  could	  be	  delivered	  by	  the	  existing	  
freight	  rail	  line	  at	  the	  west	  edge	  of	  the	  property	  and	  stored	  until	  they	  could	  be	  distributed	  to	  
their	  customers	  through	  the	  street	  side	  warehouse	  door	  on	  West	  Beech	  Street.	  The	  building	  
was	  distinctive	  in	  its	  architectural	  integrity	  and	  quality.	  The	  1989	  Historic	  Site	  Inventory	  of	  the	  
Harborview	  area	  identified	  this	  building	  as	  “an	  example	  of	  the	  Edwardian	  Commercial	  style	  of	  
architecture”	  and	  as	  a	  good	  example	  of	  the	  application	  of	  late	  Victorian	  stylistic	  elements	  to	  an	  
industrial	  use.	  	  The	  1990	  Architectural	  Feasibility	  Study	  conducted	  by	  Architect	  Milford	  Wayne	  
Donaldson,	  now	  the	  State	  Historic	  Preservation	  Officer	  for	  the	  State	  of	  California,	  described	  the	  
building	  as	  “representative	  of	  Edwardian	  Commercial	  architecture	  in	  transition.”	  	  In	  that	  same	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16	  Photographs	  taken	  by	  Ms.	  Crawford	  on	  July	  21,	  2011	  are	  included	  in	  Appendix	  13.	  
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document,	  Donaldson	  also	  describes	  the	  building	  as	  “designed	  with	  some	  unique	  details	  that	  
represents	  the	  Renaissance	  Revival	  Style,	  which	  is	  rare	  in	  San	  Diego.”	  

In	  1991,	  the	  Historical	  Site	  Board	  designated	  the	  building	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  its	  being	  a	  "rare,	  well-‐
executed	  San	  Diego	  example	  of	  an	  industrial	  building	  designed	  in	  the	  Renaissance	  Revival	  style	  
during	  the	  Edwardian	  era	  and	  for	  its	  creative	  use	  of	  concrete	  elements.”	  17	  	  The	  reference	  to	  
the	  creative	  use	  of	  concrete	  elements	  related	  to	  the	  cast	  concrete	  blocks	  that	  make	  up	  the	  west	  
and	  south	  facades	  and	  are	  made	  to	  simulate	  quarried	  stone.	  While	  this	  concrete	  method	  was	  
used	  on	  residential	  properties	  from	  this	  period,	  this	  site	  may	  be	  the	  only	  industrial	  use	  of	  the	  
technique	  extant	  in	  San	  Diego.	  	  

The	  architect,	  if	  there	  was	  one,	  for	  the	  original	  building	  is	  unknown	  and	  the	  use	  of	  the	  building	  
as	  a	  warehouse	  since	  its	  construction	  has	  not	  been	  unique.	  	  It	  is	  a	  common	  commercial	  building	  
of	  its	  type	  that	  was	  constructed	  during	  the	  period	  when	  goods	  were	  transported	  primarily	  by	  
rail.	  	  Three	  other	  warehouses	  in	  or	  near	  downtown	  from	  the	  same	  era,	  that	  were	  originally	  rail-‐
oriented,	  survive.	  	  One	  is	  the	  San	  Diego	  Grain	  and	  Milling	  Company/Parron	  Hall	  Company	  
building	  at	  820	  West	  Ash	  Street,	  San	  Diego	  Historical	  Landmark	  #257.	  	  This	  brick	  warehouse	  
building	  has	  been	  incorporated	  into	  a	  condominium	  project	  and	  its	  connection	  with	  the	  rail	  line	  
no	  longer	  exists.	  	  The	  second	  is	  the	  Mission	  Brewery	  building	  at	  2120-‐2150	  West	  Washington	  
Street,	  which	  has	  been	  converted	  into	  an	  office	  complex.	  	  Although	  a	  MTS	  Trolley	  station	  occurs	  
at	  this	  location,	  it	  has	  no	  connection	  with	  the	  Brewery	  building	  itself,	  which	  is	  San	  Diego	  
Historical	  Landmark	  #232.	  	  The	  third	  is	  the	  San	  Diego	  Poultry	  Association	  Building	  at	  50	  22nd	  
Street,	  which	  is	  also	  located	  adjacent	  to	  the	  MTS	  Trolley	  line	  but	  is	  not	  physically	  connected	  
with	  it	  in	  any	  manner.	  18	  

4.0	  	  INTERPRETATION	  OF	  RESOURCE	  IMPORTANCE	  AND	  IMPACT	  IDENTIFICATION	  

4.1	  	  Resource	  Importance	  

California	  Register	  Criteria	  

As	  discussed	  above	  in	  Section	  1.3,	  the	  designation	  of	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  building	  as	  a	  
City	  of	  San	  Diego	  Landmark	  automatically	  establishes	  its	  status	  as	  a	  historical	  resource	  under	  
CEQA,	  which	  means	  that	  any	  project	  that	  may	  cause	  a	  substantial	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  
significance	  of	  that	  resource	  may	  have	  a	  significant	  effect	  on	  the	  environment,	  thus	  an	  
Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  will	  be	  required	  for	  that	  project	  per	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  
§21084.1.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17	  	  Designation	  Resolution	  Number	  R-‐9112111	  is	  included	  in	  Appendix	  6.	  
18	  	  Photographs	  of	  these	  three	  other	  warehouses	  are	  included	  in	  the	  Appendix	  14.	  
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If	  this	  property	  had	  not	  been	  listed	  as	  a	  San	  Diego	  historical	  resource,	  the	  issue	  would	  be	  
whether	  it	  would	  qualify	  for	  the	  California	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources,	  as	  discussed	  above	  
in	  Section	  2.0.	  	  The	  general	  guidelines	  to	  be	  applied	  for	  determining	  significance	  under	  CEQA	  
are	  as	  follows:	  	  Generally,	  a	  resource	  shall	  be	  considered	  by	  the	  lead	  agency	  to	  be	  historically	  
significant	  if	  the	  resource	  meets	  the	  criteria	  for	  listing	  in	  the	  California	  Register	  of	  Historical	  
Resources.	  	  The	  four	  California	  Register	  criteria	  and	  their	  applicability	  to	  this	  property	  are	  as	  
follows.	  

Criterion	  A:	  	  Is	  the	  property	  associated	  with	  events	  that	  have	  made	  a	  significant	  contribution	  to	  
the	  broad	  patterns	  of	  California’s	  history	  and	  cultural	  heritage?	  

The	  property	  is	  associated	  with	  the	  receipt	  and	  storage	  of	  goods	  to	  serve	  a	  growing	  community	  
and	  that	  pattern	  of	  activity	  was	  common	  for	  U.S.	  cities	  as	  long	  as	  the	  majority	  of	  such	  goods	  
were	  shipped	  by	  rail	  as	  opposed	  to	  trucks.	  	  It	  is	  reasonable	  to	  assume	  that	  the	  establishment	  of	  
the	  national	  highway	  system	  in	  the	  1950s	  contributed	  to	  the	  transition	  of	  shipping	  from	  rail	  to	  
road.	  	  The	  subject	  property	  was	  vacant	  intermittently	  between	  1919	  and	  1944,	  which	  suggests	  
that	  its	  proximity	  to	  rail	  was	  not	  valuable	  enough	  to	  attract	  tenants.	  	  The	  early	  use	  of	  this	  
building	  as	  a	  rail-‐serviced	  warehouse	  and	  its	  later	  use	  as	  a	  standard	  warehouse	  are	  not	  events	  
that	  made	  a	  significant	  contribution	  to	  the	  broad	  patterns	  of	  California’s	  history	  and	  cultural	  
heritage.	  Therefore,	  the	  property	  is	  not	  eligible	  for	  the	  California	  Register	  under	  Criterion	  A.	  

Criterion	  B:	  	  Is	  the	  property	  associated	  with	  persons	  important	  in	  our	  past?	  	  

The	  property	  was	  associated	  with	  Wayne	  G.	  Simmons,	  who	  may	  have	  been	  a	  contractor	  or	  
developer;	  a	  short-‐lived,	  1911-‐1919,	  builders	  supply	  company;	  three	  national	  corporate	  tenants	  
and	  a	  local	  transfer	  company.	  	  None	  of	  these	  persons	  or	  entities	  were	  important	  in	  our	  past.	  
Therefore,	  the	  property	  is	  not	  eligible	  for	  the	  California	  Register	  under	  Criterion	  B.	  

Criterion	  C:	  	  Does	  the	  property	  embody	  distinctive	  characteristics	  of	  a	  type,	  period,	  region,	  or	  
method	  of	  construction,	  or	  represent	  the	  work	  of	  an	  important	  creative	  individual,	  or	  possess	  
high	  artistic	  values?	  

Criterion	  C	  contains	  three	  grounds	  for	  possible	  determination	  of	  eligibility	  for	  listing	  on	  the	  
California	  Register	  under	  this	  criterion.	  	  The	  first	  ground	  is	  whether	  the	  property	  embodies	  the	  
distinctive	  characteristics	  of	  a	  type,	  period,	  region,	  or	  method	  of	  construction.	  	  The	  second	  
ground	  is	  whether	  the	  property	  represents	  the	  work	  of	  an	  important	  creative	  individual	  and	  the	  
third	  ground	  is	  whether	  the	  property	  possesses	  high	  artistic	  values.	  	  Eligibility	  can	  be,	  and	  often	  
is.	  determined	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  one	  ground.	  

The	  1989	  Historic	  Resources	  Inventory	  form	  prepared	  for	  CCDC	  described	  this	  building	  as	  an	  
example	  of	  the	  Edwardian	  Commercial	  style	  of	  architecture.	  	  In	  1990,	  it	  was	  found	  by	  Architect	  
Donaldson	  to	  be	  both	  representative	  of	  Edwardian	  Commercial	  architecture	  and	  the	  
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Renaissance	  Revival	  Style.	  	  	  In	  1991,	  the	  property	  was	  found	  by	  the	  City	  of	  San	  Diego’s	  Historical	  
Site	  Board	  to	  be	  architecturally	  significant	  as	  a	  rare,	  well-‐executed	  San	  Diego	  example	  of	  an	  
industrial	  building	  designed	  in	  the	  Renaissance	  Revival	  style	  popular	  during	  the	  Edwardian	  era	  
and	  for	  its	  creative	  use	  of	  concrete	  elements.	  

Many	  buildings	  designed	  in	  the	  first	  decade	  of	  the	  twentieth	  century	  employed	  design	  concepts	  
later	  described	  as	  "Edwardian"	  referring	  to	  the	  British	  King	  Edward	  who	  reigned	  from	  1901	  to	  
1910.	  	  Edwardian	  architecture	  is	  generally	  less	  ornate	  than	  high	  or	  late	  Victorian	  styles.	  It	  is	  
considered	  a	  precursor	  to	  the	  simplified	  styles	  of	  the	  twentieth	  century.	  	  Cornice	  brackets	  and	  
braces	  are	  block-‐like	  and	  openings	  are	  fitted	  with	  flat	  arches	  or	  plain	  stone	  lintels.	  	  This	  style	  of	  
architecture	  provided	  simple	  balanced	  designs,	  straight	  rooflines,	  uncomplicated	  ornament	  and	  
relatively	  maintenance	  free	  detailing.	  	  All	  of	  these	  Edwardian	  attributes	  apply	  to	  this	  building.	  

Renaissance	  and	  Classic	  Revival	  styles	  occurred	  between	  1895	  and	  1920	  and	  were	  larger,	  
grander	  and	  more	  elaborate	  than	  their	  early	  nineteenth	  century	  predecessors.	  	  Characteristics	  
of	  the	  Renaissance	  Revival	  Style	  are	  arched	  openings,	  rusticated	  masonry	  laid	  with	  deep	  joints	  
to	  give	  the	  appearance	  of	  massiveness,	  and	  strong	  horizontal	  lines.	  	  Cornices	  are	  finely	  detailed	  
and	  moldings	  are	  crisply	  drawn.	  	  The	  Renaissance	  elements	  of	  rusticated	  masonry	  and	  strong	  
horizontal	  lines	  are	  found	  on	  this	  building.	  	  

The	  “creative	  use	  of	  concrete	  elements”	  refers	  to	  the	  concrete	  block	  used	  for	  the	  south	  and	  
west	  facades	  of	  the	  building.	  	  Described	  by	  some	  sources	  as	  simulated	  quarry	  stone	  and	  by	  
other	  sources	  as	  rustication,	  the	  result	  is	  a	  wall	  surface	  with	  rough	  edged	  blocks	  that	  provide	  
visual	  distinction.	  	  Rustication	  refers	  to	  masonry	  in	  which	  the	  principal	  face	  of	  each	  stone	  is	  
rough	  or	  otherwise	  modified	  with	  a	  margin	  tooled	  smooth	  along	  the	  rectangular	  edges.	  	  
Rustication	  is	  also	  described	  as	  ashlar	  masonry	  having	  the	  visible	  faces	  of	  dressed	  stone	  raised	  
or	  otherwise	  contrasted	  with	  the	  horizontal	  and	  usually	  the	  vertical	  joints.	  	  These	  rusticated	  
concrete	  blocks	  originally	  occurred	  on	  the	  upper	  two	  thirds	  of	  each	  structural	  bay	  exterior	  wall	  
surface	  on	  the	  west	  and	  south	  elevations.	  	  As	  the	  result	  of	  the	  1996	  rehabilitation,	  this	  
condition	  has	  been	  modified	  at	  the	  ground	  floor	  of	  these	  two	  elevations	  where	  new	  openings	  
have	  been	  created.	  

Rustication	  of	  concrete	  blocks	  was	  common	  in	  residences	  and	  walls	  of	  this	  period,	  but	  examples	  
of	  its	  use	  in	  commercial	  buildings	  in	  San	  Diego	  are	  not	  common.	  

The	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  Building	  represents	  a	  1911	  example	  of	  the	  distinctive	  characteristics	  
of	  a	  type,	  period,	  region,	  or	  method	  of	  Edwardian	  construction	  with	  Renaissance	  Revival	  
elements	  that	  is	  eligible	  for	  listing	  on	  the	  California	  Resister	  of	  Historical	  Resources	  under	  the	  
first	  ground	  of	  Criterion	  C.	  	  
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The	  Star	  Builders	  Company	  Building	  does	  not	  represent	  the	  work	  of	  an	  important	  creative	  
individual	  and	  it	  does	  not	  possess	  high	  artistic	  values,	  therefore,	  it	  is	  not	  eligible	  for	  listing	  
under	  Criterion	  C	  for	  either	  of	  those	  grounds.	  	  	  

Criterion	  D:	  	  Has	  the	  property	  yielded	  or	  would	  it	  be	  likely	  to	  yield	  information	  important	  in	  
history	  or	  prehistory?	  

The	  property	  was	  subject	  to	  an	  extensive	  rehabilitation	  project	  in	  1996,	  during	  which	  no	  
information	  important	  in	  history	  or	  prehistory	  was	  uncovered.	  Therefore,	  the	  property	  is	  not	  
eligible	  for	  the	  California	  Register	  under	  Criterion	  D.	  

Integrity:	  

All	  resources	  nominated	  for	  the	  California	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources	  must	  also	  have	  
integrity.	  	  They	  must	  retain	  the	  authenticity	  of	  the	  resource’s	  physical	  identity	  evidenced	  by	  the	  
survival	  of	  characteristics	  that	  existed	  during	  the	  resource’s	  period	  of	  significance.	  	  Resources	  
must	  retain	  enough	  of	  their	  historic	  character	  or	  appearance	  to	  be	  recognizable	  as	  historical	  
resources	  and	  to	  convey	  the	  reasons	  for	  their	  significance.	  	  Integrity	  is	  evaluated	  with	  regard	  to	  
the	  retention	  of	  location,	  design,	  setting,	  materials,	  workmanship,	  feeling	  and	  association.	  

The	  application	  of	  the	  standard	  test	  for	  the	  seven	  elements	  of	  integrity	  to	  the	  subject	  property	  
follows.	  

Location:	  	  Location	  is	  the	  place	  where	  the	  historic	  property	  was	  constructed	  or	  the	  place	  where	  
the	  historic	  event	  occurred.	  	  

The	  building	  remains	  in	  its	  original	  location	  and	  therefore	  retains	  this	  element	  of	  integrity.	  

Design:	  	  Design	  is	  the	  combination	  of	  elements	  that	  created	  the	  form,	  plan,	  space,	  structure	  and	  
style	  of	  a	  property.	  	  	  

The	  building	  retains	  its	  original	  design	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  the	  changes	  to	  the	  ground	  floor	  on	  
the	  west	  and	  south	  elevations.	  	  On	  the	  west	  elevation,	  large	  square	  openings	  were	  created	  in	  
each	  of	  the	  three	  structural	  bays.	  	  These	  openings	  were	  created	  without	  disrupting	  the	  rhythm	  
of	  the	  structural	  bays	  and	  the	  four	  structural	  40’	  columns	  that	  form	  the	  edges	  of	  the	  bays.	  The	  
new	  structural	  lintels	  that	  were	  installed	  to	  support	  the	  building	  above	  these	  openings	  utilized	  
salvaged	  concrete	  block.	  The	  quarry	  simulated	  or	  rusticated	  façade	  was	  retained	  down	  to	  the	  
original	  level	  of	  the	  sills	  demarcating	  the	  bottom	  of	  that	  wall	  treatment	  on	  the	  four	  columns.	  	  
On	  the	  south	  elevation,	  all	  of	  the	  original	  façade	  was	  retained	  and	  rehabilitated	  except	  for	  the	  
revised	  former	  warehouse	  opening	  and	  the	  new	  entrance	  in	  the	  easternmost	  bay	  of	  the	  
building.	  	  Again,	  the	  new	  openings	  and	  the	  lintels	  supporting	  them	  fit	  within	  the	  structural	  bays	  
on	  this	  elevation.	  	  And,	  again	  the	  rusticated	  façade	  was	  retained	  down	  to	  the	  original	  level	  of	  
the	  sills	  demarcating	  the	  bottom	  of	  that	  wall	  treatment.	  	  These	  modifications	  to	  the	  building	  do	  
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not	  affect	  the	  property’s	  ability	  to	  retain	  the	  original	  design	  element	  if	  these	  modifications	  
complied	  with	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  Standards	  as	  will	  be	  evaluated	  below.	  

Setting:	  	  Setting	  is	  the	  physical	  environment	  of	  a	  historic	  property.	  

The	  setting	  of	  this	  property	  has	  changed	  since	  1911.	  	  As	  evidenced	  by	  the	  1921	  Sanborn	  Fire	  
Insurance	  map,	  the	  surrounding	  blocks	  had	  limited	  development,	  many	  lots	  were	  vacant	  and	  
other	  lots	  held	  single	  family	  homes.	  	  Today,	  the	  property	  is	  surrounded	  by	  mid-‐	  and	  high-‐rise	  
residential	  and	  office	  development,	  parking	  lots	  and	  the	  County	  Administration	  Center.	  	  The	  
property	  has	  not	  retained	  its	  setting	  element.	  	  

Materials:	  	  Materials	  are	  the	  physical	  elements	  that	  were	  combined	  or	  deposited	  during	  a	  
particular	  period	  of	  time	  and	  in	  a	  particular	  pattern	  or	  configuration	  to	  form	  a	  historic	  property.	  	  	  

The	  nature	  and	  scope	  of	  the	  recent	  rehabilitation	  project	  necessitated	  the	  removal	  of	  some	  
original	  materials	  and	  the	  replication	  of	  others.	  	  The	  original	  wood	  windows	  and	  doors	  on	  all	  
three	  floors	  were	  removed	  but	  almost	  all	  were	  replaced	  with	  replications.	  	  The	  exterior	  wall	  
surfaces	  on	  all	  but	  the	  western	  façade	  of	  the	  ground	  floor	  were	  retained.	  	  Major	  elements	  of	  
the	  roof	  were	  removed	  but	  the	  visible	  decorative	  elements,	  such	  as	  the	  metal	  cornice,	  were	  
replaced	  with	  replications.	  	  Few	  modifications	  were	  made	  to	  the	  north	  façade	  and	  none	  to	  the	  
east	  facade.	  	  Overall,	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  character-‐defining	  exterior	  materials	  were	  retained	  or	  
replicated	  allowing	  the	  property	  to	  retain	  its	  materials	  element	  of	  integrity.	  

Workmanship:	  	  Workmanship	  is	  the	  physical	  evidence	  of	  the	  crafts	  of	  a	  particular	  culture	  or	  
people	  during	  any	  given	  period	  in	  history	  or	  prehistory.	  	  

The	  element	  of	  workmanship	  is	  often	  related	  to	  the	  materials	  element.	  	  Physical	  evidence	  of	  
the	  1911	  structural	  and	  construction	  workmanship	  are	  present	  with	  minor	  modifications	  on	  the	  
west	  and	  south	  elevations	  and	  most	  new	  physical	  elements	  are	  replications	  of	  the	  original.	  	  
Therefore,	  the	  workmanship	  element	  of	  integrity	  has	  been	  retained.	  	  

Feeling:	  	  Feeling	  is	  a	  property’s	  expression	  of	  the	  aesthetic	  or	  historic	  sense	  of	  a	  particular	  
period	  of	  time.	  

The	  elevations	  of	  the	  building	  and	  the	  replicated	  wood	  windows	  retain	  the	  property’s	  
expression	  of	  the	  aesthetic	  and	  historic	  period	  of	  time	  and	  the	  new	  metal	  windows	  are	  
appropriate	  for	  the	  period.	  	  However,	  the	  building	  is	  isolated	  at	  this	  location	  as	  all	  other	  
structures	  and	  elements	  from	  its	  1911	  period	  of	  significance	  have	  been	  removed	  and	  it	  no	  
longer	  has	  any	  functional	  relation	  to	  the	  adjacent	  rail	  line.	  	  The	  property	  no	  longer	  expresses	  
the	  aesthetic	  or	  historic	  sense	  of	  the	  early	  1900s.	  

Association:	  	  Association	  is	  the	  direct	  link	  between	  an	  important	  historic	  event	  or	  person	  and	  a	  
historic	  property.	  
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The	  building	  was	  never	  associated	  with	  an	  important	  historic	  event	  or	  person	  and,	  therefore,	  
this	  element	  is	  not	  present.	  

Of	  the	  seven	  elements	  of	  integrity,	  the	  building	  has	  retained	  four.	  	  However,	  for	  properties	  that	  
are	  eligible	  under	  Criterion	  C	  for	  architecture,	  the	  integrity	  elements	  of	  design,	  workmanship	  
and	  materials	  will	  be	  more	  important	  than	  location,	  setting,	  feeling,	  and	  association.	  19	  	  The	  
association	  element	  is	  rarely	  present	  and	  the	  setting	  and	  feeling	  elements	  are	  influenced	  by	  
factors	  other	  than	  the	  individual	  resource	  itself.	  	  Since	  the	  property	  is	  only	  significant	  for	  its	  
architectural	  appearance	  and	  it	  has	  retained	  that	  physical	  identity	  and	  enough	  of	  its	  historic	  
character	  to	  be	  recognizable	  as	  a	  historical	  resource,	  and	  it	  conveys	  the	  reasons	  for	  its	  
significance,	  integrity	  is	  present.	  	  

Application	  of	  the	  Secretary’s	  Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation:	  

1. A	  property	  will	  be	  used	  as	  it	  was	  historically	  or	  will	  be	  given	  a	  new	  use	  that	  requires	  
minimal	  change	  to	  its	  distinctive	  materials,	  features,	  spaces	  and	  spatial	  relationships.	  

	  
The	  property	  was	  used	  historically	  as	  a	  transfer	  warehouse	  to	  receive,	  store	  and	  distribute	  
goods	  that	  were	  delivered	  to	  and	  from	  the	  site	  by	  the	  railroad	  and	  the	  adjacent	  street.	  The	  
property	  was	  modified	  in	  1966	  to	  serve	  retail	  and	  office	  uses.	  	  Minimal	  change	  was	  made	  to	  the	  
building’s	  distinctive	  materials,	  features,	  spaces	  and	  spatial	  relationships.	  	  The	  building’s	  
elevations	  were	  retained	  with	  ground	  level	  changes	  on	  the	  west	  and	  south,	  which	  retained	  the	  
basic	  form	  and	  footprint	  of	  the	  building	  and	  added	  openings	  to	  facilitate	  the	  new	  use.	  The	  
distinctive	  wall	  materials,	  structural	  elements	  and	  building	  footprint	  were	  retained,	  the	  
originals	  windows	  and	  doors	  were	  replicated	  and	  the	  spatial	  relationships	  within	  and	  without	  
the	  property	  were	  retained.	  	  
	  

2. The	  historic	  character	  of	  a	  property	  will	  be	  retained	  and	  preserved.	  	  The	  removal	  of	  
distinctive	  materials	  or	  alterations	  of	  features,	  spaces	  and	  spatial	  relationships	  that	  
characterize	  a	  property	  will	  be	  avoided.	  
	  

The	  distinctive	  structural	  and	  construction	  materials	  were	  retained	  or	  replicated	  when	  
necessary.	  	  The	  character-‐defining	  features,	  spaces	  and	  spatial	  relationships	  were	  retained.	  

	  
3. Each	  property	  will	  be	  recognized	  as	  a	  physical	  record	  of	  its	  time,	  place	  and	  use.	  	  Changes	  

that	  create	  a	  false	  sense	  of	  historical	  development,	  such	  as	  adding	  conjectural	  features	  
or	  elements	  from	  other	  historic	  properties,	  will	  not	  be	  undertaken.	  

No	  changes	  that	  create	  a	  false	  sense	  of	  historical	  development	  have	  occurred.	  	  The	  new	  metal	  
strorefront	  window	  wall	  in	  the	  inside	  of	  the	  new	  ground	  level	  arcade	  is	  clearly	  new	  as	  are	  the	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19	  	  Guidelines	  for	  the	  Application	  of	  Historical	  Resources	  Board	  Designation	  Criteria.	  



21	  
	  

similar	  new	  elements	  on	  the	  south	  ground	  level	  elevation.	  	  No	  conjectural	  features	  from	  other	  
historic	  properties	  were	  added.	  

4. Changes	  to	  a	  property	  that	  have	  acquired	  historic	  significance	  in	  their	  own	  right	  will	  be	  
retained	  and	  preserved.	  

	  
No	  post	  1911	  changes	  to	  the	  property	  were	  identified.	  

	  
5. Distinctive	  materials,	  features,	  finishes	  and	  construction	  techniques	  or	  examples	  of	  

craftsmanship	  that	  characterize	  a	  property	  will	  be	  preserved.	  
	  

The	  distinctive	  construction	  details,	  materials,	  features,	  finishes	  and	  construction	  techniques	  
were	  preserved	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  the	  ground	  floor	  modifications	  and	  those	  modifications	  
did	  not	  diminish	  the	  overall	  preservation	  of	  these	  elements	  

	  
6. Deteriorated	  historic	  features	  will	  be	  repaired	  rather	  than	  replaced.	  	  Where	  the	  severity	  

of	  deterioration	  requires	  replacement	  of	  a	  distinctive	  feature,	  the	  new	  feature	  will	  
match	  the	  old	  in	  design,	  color,	  texture	  and,	  where	  possible,	  materials.	  	  Replacement	  of	  
missing	  features	  will	  be	  substantiated	  by	  documentary	  and	  physical	  evidence.	  

	  
The	  wood	  windows,	  doors,	  and	  sheet	  metal	  cornice	  were	  deteriorated	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  they	  
couldn’t	  be	  repaired	  and,	  therefore,	  they	  were	  replaced	  with	  replicas	  made	  from	  salvaged	  
examples.	  

	  
7. Chemical	  or	  physical	  treatments,	  if	  appropriate,	  will	  be	  undertaken	  using	  the	  gentlest	  

means	  possible.	  	  Treatments	  that	  cause	  damage	  to	  historic	  materials	  will	  not	  be	  used.	  
	  
No	  chemical	  treatments	  were	  required	  and	  all	  other	  treatments	  were	  undertaken	  with	  the	  
gentlest	  means	  possible.	  	  No	  damage	  to	  historic	  materials	  occurred.	  
	  

8. Archaeological	  resources	  will	  be	  protected	  and	  preserved	  in	  place.	  	  If	  such	  resources	  
must	  be	  disturbed,	  mitigation	  measures	  will	  be	  undertaken.	  
	  

Archaeological	  resources	  were	  not	  disturbed,	  only	  minimal	  excavation	  occurred	  at	  the	  elevator	  
shaft	  location.	  

	  
9. New	  additions,	  exterior	  alterations	  or	  related	  new	  construction	  will	  not	  destroy	  historic	  

materials,	  features	  or	  spatial	  relationships	  that	  characterize	  the	  property.	  	  The	  new	  
work	  shall	  be	  differentiated	  from	  the	  old	  and	  will	  be	  compatible	  with	  the	  historic	  
materials,	  features,	  size,	  scale	  and	  proportion,	  and	  massing	  to	  protect	  the	  integrity	  of	  
the	  property	  and	  its	  environment.	  
	  

The	  exterior	  alterations	  on	  the	  ground	  level	  west	  and	  south	  elevations	  did	  not	  destroy	  historic	  
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materials,	  features	  or	  spatial	  relationships	  that	  characterized	  the	  property.	  	  The	  creation	  of	  the	  
new	  arcade	  at	  the	  ground	  floor	  on	  the	  western	  façade	  retained	  the	  structural	  integrity	  of	  that	  
area	  of	  the	  building	  and	  the	  building’s	  footprint	  and,	  therefore,	  did	  not	  impact	  existing	  spatial	  
relationships.	  	  The	  new	  work	  was	  compatible	  with	  the	  materials,	  features,	  size,	  scale	  and	  
proportion,	  and	  massing.	  	  The	  new	  fenestration	  on	  the	  north,	  west	  and	  south	  facades	  was	  
differentiated	  from	  the	  old	  but	  appropriate	  for	  the	  period	  of	  the	  building	  and	  its	  commercial	  
use.	  

	  
10. New	  additions	  and	  adjacent	  or	  related	  new	  construction	  will	  be	  undertaken	  in	  such	  a	  

manner	  that,	  if	  removed	  in	  the	  future,	  the	  essential	  form	  and	  integrity	  of	  the	  historic	  
property	  and	  its	  environment	  would	  be	  unimpaired.	  	  
	  

The	  new	  exit	  stairway	  addition	  on	  the	  north	  elevation	  can	  be	  removed	  in	  the	  future	  without	  
impairing	  the	  form	  and	  integrity	  of	  the	  historic	  building.	  

The	  1966	  rehabilitation	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  complied	  with	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  
Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation,	  as	  promised	  by	  the	  1991	  Negative	  Declaration	  for	  the	  project	  at	  its	  
inception.	  

4.2	  Impact	  Identification	  
	  
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  demolish	  the	  Star	  Builders	  Supply	  Building	  in	  order	  to	  construct	  a	  
parking	  structure	  on	  the	  site	  intended	  to	  support	  both	  existing	  and	  projected	  needs	  for	  County	  
operations	  and	  activities	  and	  would	  allow	  for	  preparation	  of	  the	  site	  for	  future	  phased	  
development	  as	  described	  in	  the	  project	  description	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  this	  report.	  
	  
As	  discussed	  in	  section	  1.3	  above,	  properties	  listed	  on	  a	  Local	  Register	  of	  Historical	  Resources	  
are	  considered	  “historic	  resources”	  under	  CEQA.	  	  (PRC	  §21084.1)	  	  The	  physical	  demolition,	  
destruction,	  relocation	  or	  alteration	  of	  a	  historic	  resource	  such	  that	  the	  significance	  of	  resource	  
would	  be	  materially	  impaired	  constitutes	  a	  substantial	  adverse	  change.	  	  (CEQA	  Guidelines	  
§15064.5)	  	  A	  substantial	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  significance	  of	  a	  historical	  resource	  is	  a	  project	  
that	  may	  have	  a	  significant	  effect	  on	  the	  environment.	  (PRC	  §21084.1)	  	  Consequently,	  because	  
the	  proposed	  project	  will	  cause	  a	  substantial	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  Star	  
Builders	  Company	  Building,	  a	  historical	  resource,	  the	  project	  will	  have	  a	  significant	  effect	  on	  the	  
environment.	  
	  
5.0	  	  MANAGEMENT	  CONSIDERATIONS	  –	  MITIGATION	  MEASURES	  AND	  DESIGN	  
CONSIDERATIONS	  
	  
HABS	  Documentation	  
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The	  standard	  mitigation	  measure	  imposed	  when	  historical	  resources	  are	  threatened	  is	  a	  
Historic	  American	  Buildings	  Survey	  (HABS)	  of	  the	  property.	  	  The	  ideal	  HABS	  documentation	  
project	  consists	  of	  three	  components:	  	  measured	  drawings,	  large-‐format	  photography	  and	  a	  
written	  historical	  report.	  	  HABS	  drawings	  are	  considered	  “as-‐built”	  drawings.	  	  They	  illustrate	  the	  
existing	  condition	  of	  the	  building	  at	  the	  time	  of	  documentation,	  including	  additions,	  alterations,	  
and	  demolitions	  that	  have	  occurred	  since	  the	  building	  was	  first	  constructed.	  	  	  

HABS	  drawings	  serve	  multiple	  purposes.	  They	  provide	  a	  simple	  documentary	  record	  of	  the	  
building,	  in	  a	  standardized	  format,	  which	  can	  be	  placed	  in	  the	  local	  public	  archives	  where	  it	  is	  
made	  available	  to	  the	  general	  public	  and	  specialized	  researchers	  alike.	  	  The	  drawings	  can	  be	  
used	  as	  illustrations	  for	  publications,	  for	  interpretive	  purposes	  as	  historic	  sites,	  for	  facilities	  
management	  and	  for	  mitigation	  when	  demolition	  or	  substantial	  alteration	  of	  a	  building	  is	  
proposed.	  20	  	  The	  appropriate	  local	  archives	  for	  HABS	  documentation	  would	  include	  the	  San	  
Diego	  History	  Center	  archives,	  the	  California	  Room	  at	  the	  San	  Diego	  Public	  Library	  downtown	  
and	  the	  archives	  maintained	  by	  the	  County	  of	  San	  Diego.	  

CEQA	  Guidelines	  recognize	  that	  HABS	  documentation	  can	  serve	  as	  sufficient	  mitigation	  for	  the	  
demolition	  of	  a	  historical	  resource.	  	  However,	  they	  caution	  that	  it	  will	  not	  serve	  as	  adequate	  
mitigation	  in	  all	  cases.	  	  (14	  Cal	  Cod	  Regs	  §15126.4(b)(2))	  	  “Such	  measures	  will	  not	  be	  sufficient	  
to	  support	  a	  mitigated	  negative	  declaration	  if	  evidence	  in	  the	  record	  shows	  they	  will	  not	  fully	  
mitigate	  the	  effect	  of	  demolishing	  a	  historic	  building.”	  	  	  

Although	  HABS	  Documentation	  should	  always	  be	  used	  as	  a	  mitigation	  measure,	  California	  case	  
law	  has	  established	  that	  it	  alone	  is	  insufficient	  to	  mitigate	  the	  adverse	  effects	  of	  demolition	  on	  
a	  historical	  resource.	  

Project	  Design	  

The	  architectural	  significance	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  is	  vested	  in	  the	  two	  publicly	  visible	  
facades,	  the	  west	  elevation	  facing	  the	  rail	  line	  and	  the	  south	  elevation	  facing	  West	  Beech	  
Street.	  	  The	  other	  two	  elevations	  on	  the	  property	  line	  were	  intended	  to	  be	  obscured	  by	  other	  
adjacent	  buildings	  and	  contain	  no	  architectural	  or	  historical	  merit.	  	  A	  mitigation	  or	  project	  
alternative	  that	  retained	  the	  west	  and	  south	  elevations	  in	  their	  current	  or	  restored	  historical	  
form	  could	  mitigate	  or	  reduce	  the	  adverse	  impacts	  of	  demolition.	  	  	  

In	  1988,	  the	  eight	  story	  former	  Walker	  Scott	  Department	  Store	  at	  Fifth	  and	  Broadway,	  built	  in	  
1934,	  was	  designated	  as	  San	  Diego	  Historical	  Landmark	  #224.	  	  Because	  of	  the	  building’s	  
architectural	  and	  historical	  significance	  to	  downtown	  San	  Diego,	  the	  Centre	  City	  Development	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20	  HABS	  Guidelines	  are	  published	  by	  the	  National	  Park	  Service’s	  Heritage	  Documentation	  Programs	  for	  the	  Historic	  
American	  Buildings	  Survey.	  
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Corporation	  challenged	  local	  historical	  architects	  to	  find	  an	  adaptive	  reuse	  solution	  for	  the	  
building	  that	  would	  allow	  its	  preservation	  and	  reuse.	  	  The	  result	  was	  a	  Certified	  Historic	  
Rehabilitation	  Project	  that	  converted	  the	  building	  into	  an	  eight	  level	  parking	  garage	  with	  two	  
floors	  of	  apartments.	  	  The	  two	  street	  facades	  of	  the	  building	  were	  rehabilitated	  and	  retained	  
and	  the	  project	  was	  found	  by	  the	  State	  Office	  of	  Historic	  Preservation	  and	  the	  National	  Park	  
Service	  to	  meet	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation.	  	  The	  completed	  
project	  received	  federal	  Historic	  Preservation	  Tax	  Credits	  and	  the	  building	  was	  thereafter	  listed	  
on	  the	  National	  Register	  of	  Historic	  Places	  in	  February	  of	  2005.	  	  

A	  project	  design	  alternative	  similar	  to	  the	  one	  that	  saved	  the	  Walker	  Scott	  Building	  could	  
mitigate	  the	  adverse	  impacts	  that	  would	  otherwise	  be	  created	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  but	  only	  
if	  that	  alternative	  was	  demonstrated	  to	  be	  economically	  and	  functionally	  feasible.	  
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Ontario.Architecture.com	  regarding	  Edwardian	  Architecture.	  

Rifkind,	  Carole,	  A	  Field	  Guide	  to	  American	  Architecture,	  New	  York,	  New	  American	  Library,	  1980.	  

Sanborn	  Fire	  Insurance	  Maps,	  1906-‐1971,	  Track	  Information	  Services,	  Montrose,	  California.	  

San	  Diego	  City	  Directories,	  1926	  -‐1966.	  	  

San	  Diego	  Municipal	  Code	  §123.0201,	  §123.0203,	  §123.0205	  

San	  Diego	  Union	  Tribune	  articles	  

U.S.	  Department	  of	  the	  Interior,	  National	  Park	  Service,	  HABS	  Guidelines	  
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U.S.	  Department	  of	  the	  Interior,	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation,	  1995.	  

7.0	  	  LIST	  OF	  PREPARERS	  AND	  PERSONS	  AND	  ORGANIZATIONS	  CONTACTED	  

Marie	  Burke	  Lia,	  Attorney	  at	  Law,	  Historical	  Property	  Consultant	  

Kathleen	  A.	  Crawford,	  Architectural	  Historian	  

Richard	  Barno,	  Historical	  Property	  Researcher	  

Heritage	  Architecture	  and	  Planning,	  successor	  Architectural	  firm	  to	  Milford	  Wayne	  Donaldson	  
FAIA	  

8.O	  	  LIST	  OF	  MITGATION	  MEASURES	  AND	  DESIGN	  CONSIDERATIONS	  

1.	  	  HABS	  Documentation	  	  

2.	  	  Project	  Design	  Alternative	  to	  incorporate	  street	  facades	  of	  the	  subject	  property	  into	  the	  new	  
parking	  garage	  planned	  for	  the	  site.	  
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for air pollutant emissions.  Construction-related activities, including soil disturbance, dust 
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CEDAR AND KETTNER  
PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

AIR QUALITY STUDY 
 
This study is an analysis of the potential air quality impacts of the proposed Cedar and Kettner 
Property Development project located in the City of San Diego, San Diego County.  The report 
has been prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. under contract to BRG Consulting, Inc.  for use 
by the County of San Diego, in support of the environmental documentation being prepared 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  This report analyzes both 
temporary impacts relating to construction activity and possible long-term impacts associated 
with development of the proposed project.  The analyses herein are based partially on a Trip 
Generation Assessment Memorandum prepared by Fehr & Peers, dated July 25, 2011.  
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed project, initiated by the County of San Diego, involves the redevelopment of the 
Cedar and Kettner Property within the Centre City community of the City of San Diego.  The 
project site is currently developed with a surface parking lot over the northern two-thirds of the 
project site; on the southern third is the Star Builders office building and warehouse fronting 
westerly toward the railroad right of way.  The three-phased project would begin with site 
preparation of the entire property and the construction of the parking structure located on the 
northwest end of the property surrounded by Kettner Boulevard on the east, Cedar Street on 
the north, West Beech Street on the south, and the Blue Line of the San Diego Trolley on the 
west.  The latter two phases of the project would involve development of a mixed-use mid- to 
high-rise tower adjoining the new parking structure. 
 
As mentioned above, the proposed Cedar-Kettner Development project is separated into three 
phases.  To allow for distinct conditioning and mitigation, Phase 2 has been separated into two 
subcomponents of Phase 2a and Phase 2b (described below). 
 
Phase 1 
The first phase would begin with the removal of the existing surface parking and all structures 
onsite, including the three-story Star Builders Supply Company building, a City-designated 
historic structure and adjacent warehouse to allow for development proposed under Phase 1, as 
well as the future phases of development.  The parking structure would have three levels of 
below-grade parking (B1-B3) and six floors of above-grade parking (P1-P6), and would provide 
approximately 640 parking spaces.  Access would be provided at two separate points, two lanes 
for entrance on Beech Street and two lanes for exit on Cedar Street. 
 
Phase 2a 
Phase 2a involves the construction and development of a five-story building with 
retail/commercial on the first floor and offices on the upper four floors.  The building would be 
constructed along the eastern side of the parking structure.  This phase is intended to be an 
opportunity for development through a public/private partnership that would be a revenue 
source for the County. 
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The approximately 6,400 square feet of retail/commercial would be oriented toward the street 
for access by pedestrians along Kettner Boulevard.  Above the retail/commercial would be four 
floors of approximately 7,390 gross square feet per floor of office space, totaling 29,560 gross 
square feet. The office space may be for either County services or leased out to non-profit or 
private entities. This phase is intended to be an opportunity for public/private partnership, 
allowing for development to occur with a revenue source for the County.  
 
Permanent street landscaping along Kettner Boulevard would be completed with this Phase in a 
manner consistent with City design standards for the Little Italy Community Plan area. The 
temporary improvements in the Phase 2b area along Beech Street would not be affected with 
the implementation of Phase 2a.  Access to the onsite parking would remain the same as 
described for Phase 1, with two entry lanes on Beech Street and two exist lanes on Cedar Street.  
 
Phase 2b 
Phase 2b is located in the southern third of the project site and would involve the construction 
of a high-rise residential structure, with retail along Kettner Boulevard and live-work lofts 
along the western project boundary.  Similar to Phase 2a, this phase is intended to be an 
opportunity for development through a public/private partnership that would be a revenue 
source for the County. 
 
Three levels of parking (approximately 160 standard and Americans with Disabilities Act 
[ADA] spaces) for the Phase 2b residential and retail development would be constructed 
beneath Phase 2b and would connect underground to the Phase 1 parking structure.  However, 
ingress and egress to this parking would be limited to a driveway on Kettner Boulevard to 
allow for a private access for residents, separate from the CAC and office/commercial access, 
which would be from Beech Street (inbound) and Cedar Street (outbound).  A total of 163 
residential units are proposed in Phase 2b. 
 
The proposed project includes a number of energy saving measures that would reduce air 
pollutant emissions.  These are listed below.  
 
Parking Structure 

 LEED Silver  

 365.1 kW Roof-top Photovoltaic System 

 Natural Ventilation (Along Cedar and railroad right of way)  

 Lighting Control  

 Transportation Demand Measures (TDM)  
o A bulletin board, displaying transportation information for employees, which 

will include maps, routes and schedules for public transit routes serving the site, 
telephone numbers for referrals on transportation information including 
numbers for the regional ridesharing agency and local transit operators; 
ridesharing promotional material supplied by commuter-oriented organizations; 
bicycle route and facility information, including regional/local bicycle maps and 
bicycle safety information.  

o A listing of facilities available for carpoolers, vanpoolers, bicyclists, transit riders 
and pedestrians at the site.  

o Shuttle bus to other County offices  
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o Bicycle racks.  
o A safe and convenient zone in which vanpool and carpool vehicles may deliver 

or board passengers.  
o Sidewalks/pathways follow direct and safe routes to/from the external 

pedestrian circulation system to each building in the development.  
o Advocate for designated public bus stop  
o Established start and end shift times for employees outside the peak commute 

hours  
o On site amenities (e.g, food service, postal services, recreation, etc.) 

 
Retail/Office Space 

 LEED Silver  

 Low-flow toilets  

 Recycled content for flooring  

 On site buildings will be developed with an energy efficiency that goes beyond Title 24 
requirements by approximately 15%. 

 
Residential/Retail Space 

 LEED Silver  

 Low-flow toilets  

 EnergyStar Appliances (Residential)  

 On site buildings will be developed with an energy efficiency that goes beyond Title 24 
requirements by approximately 15%.  

 Irrigation control devices for landscaped areas.  

 Drought tolerant landscaping. 
 

SETTING  

Air Pollutants of Primary Concern 

The State and Federal Clean Air Acts mandate the control and reduction of certain air 
pollutants.  Under these Acts, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six “criteria” pollutants.  These include 
ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead, and fine 
particulates (PM10 and PM2.5).  The general characteristics of ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, and suspended particulates are described below. 
 

Ozone.  Ozone is produced by a photochemical reaction (triggered by sunlight) between 
nitrogen oxides (NOX) and reactive organic gases (ROG).  Nitrogen oxides are formed during 
the combustion of fuels, while reactive organic compounds are formed during combustion and 
evaporation of organic solvents.  Because ozone requires sunlight to form, it mostly occurs in 
concentrations considered serious between the months of April and October.  Ozone is a 
pungent, colorless, toxic gas with direct health effects on humans including respiratory and eye 
irritation and possible changes in lung functions.  Groups most sensitive to ozone include 
children, the elderly, persons with respiratory disorders, and people who exercise strenuously 
outdoors. 
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Carbon Monoxide.  Carbon monoxide is a local pollutant that is found in high 
concentrations only near the source.  The major source of carbon monoxide, a colorless, 
odorless, poisonous gas, is automobile traffic.  Elevated concentrations, therefore, are usually 
only found near areas of high traffic volumes.  Carbon monoxide’s health effects are related to 
its affinity for hemoglobin in the blood.  At high concentrations, carbon monoxide reduces the 
amount of oxygen in the blood, causing heart difficulties in people with chronic diseases, 
reduced lung capacity and impaired mental abilities. 
 

Nitrogen Dioxide.  Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the 
primary source being motor vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces.  The principal form of 
nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form 
NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 commonly called NOX.  Nitrogen dioxide is an acute 
irritant.  A relationship between NO2 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase 
in bronchitis in young children at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm) may occur.  
Nitrogen dioxide absorbs blue light and causes a reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and 
reduced visibility.  It can also contribute to the formation of PM10 and acid rain. 
 

Suspended Particulates.  PM10 is particulate matter measuring no more than 10 microns 
in diameter, while PM2.5 is fine particulate matter measuring no more than 2.5 microns in 
diameter.  Suspended particulates are mostly dust particles, nitrates and sulfates.  Both PM10 
and PM2.5 are by-products of fuel combustion and wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads, and 
are directly emitted into the atmosphere through these processes.  Suspended particulates are 
also created in the atmosphere through chemical reactions.  The characteristics, sources, and 
potential health effects associated with the small particulates (those between 2.5 and 10 microns 
in diameter) and fine particulates (PM2.5) can be very different.  The small particulates generally 
come from windblown dust and dust kicked up from mobile sources.  The fine particulates are 
generally associated with combustion processes as well as being formed in the atmosphere as a 
secondary pollutant through chemical reactions.  Fine particulate matter is more likely to 
penetrate deeply into the lungs and poses a health threat to all groups, but particularly to the 
elderly, children, and those with respiratory problems.  More than half of the small and fine 
particulate matter that is inhaled into the lungs remains there.  These materials can damage 
health by interfering with the body’s mechanisms for clearing the respiratory tract or by acting 
as carriers of an absorbed toxic substance. 

 
Table 1 summarizes the current federal and state standards for each of these pollutants.  
Standards have been set at levels intended to be protective of public health.  California 
standards are more restrictive than federal standards for each of these pollutants except lead 
and the eight-hour average for CO. 
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Table 1 
Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Primary Standards California Standard 

Ozone 
1-Hour --- 0.09 ppm 

8-Hour 0.075 µg/m
3
 0.070 µg/m

3
 

PM10 
24-Hour 150 µg/m

3
 50 µg/m

3
 

Annual --- 20 µg/m
3
 

PM2.5 
24-Hour 35 µg/m

3
 --- 

Annual 15.0 µg/m
3
 12 µg/m

3
 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

8-Hour 9 ppm 9.0 ppm 

1-Hour 35 ppm 20 ppm 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

Annual 53 ppb 0.030 ppm 

1-Hour 100 ppb 0.18 ppm 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 

24-Hour --- 0.04 ppm 

3-Hour 0.5 ppm (secondary) --- 

1-Hour 75 ppb (primary) 0.25 ppm 

Lead 
30-Day Average --- 1.5 µg/m

3
 

3-Month Average 0.15 µg/m
3
 --- 

ppm = parts per million 
µg/m

3
 = micrograms per cubic meter 

Source: ARB, September 2010 

 
The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) operates a network of ambient air 
monitoring stations throughout San Diego County.  The purpose of the monitoring stations is to 
measure ambient concentrations of the pollutants and determine whether the ambient air 
quality meets the California and federal standards.  The nearest ambient monitoring station to 
the project site is the downtown San Diego monitoring station located at 1110 Beardsley Street.  
Table 2 depicts the annual air quality data for the local airshed over the past three years for the 
downtown San Diego monitoring station. 
 
In April 2004, the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), the basin in which the project site is located, was 
designated as a nonattainment area for the 8-hour O3 NAAQS.  Ozone is a secondary pollutant 
that is not produced directly by a source, but rather it is formed by a reaction between NOX and 
ROG in the presence of sunlight.  Reductions in ozone concentrations are dependent on 
reducing the amount of these precursors.  The SDAB is in attainment with all other NAAQS. 
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Table 2 
Ambient Air Quality at the Downtown San Diego Monitoring Station 

Pollutant 2008 2009 2010 

Ozone (ppm), Worst Hour 0.087 0.085 0.078 

Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone (ppm), 8-hr average 0.073 0.063 0.066 

Number of days of State exceedances (>0.07 ppm) 1 0 0 

Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.08 ppm) 0 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide (ppm), Highest 8-Hour Average 2.60 2.77 2.17 

Number of days of above State or Federal standard (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <10 microns, g/m
3
, Worst 24 Hours 59.0 60.0 40.0 

Number of days above State standard (>50 g/m
3
) 4 3 0 

Number of days above Federal standard (>150 g/m
3
) 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, g/m
3
, Worst 24 Hours 42.0 52.1 31.0 

Number of days above Federal standard (>65 g/m
3
) 3 3 0 

*: There was insufficient (or no) data available to determine the value. 
Source: ARB Top Four Summary available at www.arb.ca.gov/adam/cgi-bin/db2www/adamtop4b.d2w/start 

 

Regulatory Setting 

The federal and state governments have been empowered by the federal and state Clean Air 
Acts to regulate emissions of airborne pollutants and have established ambient air quality 
standards for the protection of public health.  The EPA is the federal agency designated to 
administer air quality regulation, while the ARB is the state equivalent in California.  Local 
control in air quality management is provided by the ARB through county-level or regional 
(multi-county) APCDs.  The ARB establishes air quality standards and is responsible for control 
of mobile emission sources, while the local APCDs are responsible for enforcing standards and 
regulating stationary sources.  The ARB has established 14 air basins statewide. 
 
The San Diego APCD is the local agency responsible for the administration and enforcement of 
air quality regulations in San Diego County.  The San Diego APCD and the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) are jointly responsible for developing and 
implementing the clean air plan for attainment and maintenance of the ambient air quality 
standards in the SDAB.  The region’s clean air plan -- the San Diego County Regional Air 
Quality Strategy (RAQS) was adopted in 1991, and was updated in 1995, 1998, 2001, 2004, and 
2009.  The RAQS outlines the plans and control measures designed to attain the state air quality 
standards for O3.  The RAQS does not address the state air quality standards for PM10 or PM2.5. 
 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/cgi-bin/db2www/adamtop4b.d2w/start
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AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Methodology and Significance Thresholds 

The modeling was performed in general accordance with the methodologies outlined in the San 
Diego APCD 2009 Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS).  Maximum daily emissions were 
quantified using the CalEEMod emissions model (refer to the Appendix for CalEEMod 
modeling output sheets).  Total daily trips for the project were based on the Fehr & Peers Trip 
Generation Assessment Memorandum, and were originally derived using the City of San Diego 
Trip Generation Manual (2003), Centre City cumulative trip generation rates.  
 
Excavation at the project site would require approximately 37,037 cubic yards of soil to be 
exported from the site during Phase 1 and another 37,037 cubic yards of soil to be exported from 
the site during Phases 2a and 2b.  This analysis assumes that construction of Phase 1 would 
commence in 2013 and would be completed in January of 2014 (approximately 123 work days), 
and construction of Phases 2a and 2b would be completed during 2016 (approximately 113 
work days). 
 
To the extent possible, the emissions modeling incorporates specific amenities and design 
features that would be required as part of the project’s permit conditions would include being 
designed and developed to achieve a LEED Silver Certification, being located in downtown San 
Diego adjacent to existing transit service, implementing a variety of voluntary transportation 
demand measures (TDM), including a 365.1 kW roof-top photovoltaic system on the proposed 
parking structure, exceeding Title 24 requirements by approximately 15%, providing Energy 
Star appliances in the proposed residential units, providing low-flow toilets, and providing 
irrigation control devices for landscaped areas. 
 
The City of San Diego has published quantitative thresholds for air pollutant emissions in its 
CEQA Significance Thresholds (2004), shown in Table 3, below.  These thresholds are based on Air 
Quality Impact Analysis (AQIA) trigger levels for new or modified stationary sources (San 
Diego APCD Rules 20.2 and 20.3) and ROG thresholds used by South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) and the Monterey Bay APCD (MBAPCD) which has similar 
federal and state attainment status as San Diego.  A project that could cause an exceedance of 
any ambient air quality standard, or substantially exacerbate an existing exceedance of an air 
quality standard would have a significant impact. “Substantial” is defined as making 
measurably worse an existing exceedance.  A project's impact would also be significant if the 
project would conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the Regional Air Quality Strategy 
(RAQS) Revision 2009.  
 

Table 3 
City of San Diego Regional Pollutant Emission Thresholds of Significance 

 
Carbon 

Monoxide 
(CO) 

Nitrogen 
Oxides 
(NOX) 

Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 

Sulfur 
Oxides 
(SOX) 

Reactive Organic 
Gases 
(ROG) 

Threshold of 
Significance (lbs/day) 

550 250 100 250 137 

Source: http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/news/pdf/sdtceqa.pdf 
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Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) Consistency 

The RAQS outlines the San Diego APCD’s plans and control measures designed to attain the 
State air quality standards for ozone.  In addition, the APCD relies on the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP), which includes the APCD’s plans and control measures for attaining the ozone 
NAAQS.  These plans accommodate emissions from all sources, including even natural sources, 
through implementation of control measures, where feasible, on stationary sources to attain the 
standards.  (Mobile sources are regulated by the United States EPA and the California ARB, and 
the emissions and reduction strategies related to mobile sources are considered in the RAQS 
and the SIP.) 
 
The RAQS relies on information from ARB and SANDAG, including projected growth in the 
County, mobile, area and all other source emissions in order to project future emissions and 
determine from that the strategies necessary for the reduction of stationary source emissions 
through regulatory controls.  The ARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG 
growth projections are based on population and vehicle trends and land use plans developed 
by the cities and by the County during the development of general plans.  Therefore, a project 
that proposes development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by the general plan is 
consistent with the RAQS.  The project site is designated as Multiple Use under the General 
Plan, and is within the Downtown Community Plan Designation.  The Downtown Community 
Plan provides building intensity standards for various parts of the downtown area.  The project 
site has a maximum allowable base floor area ratio (FAR) of 6.0 with an available bonus 
through payment of 2.0 for a total maximum FAR of 8.0 (San Diego Downtown Community 
Plan, Figure 3-12).  The project, as proposed, would have a total FAR of 7.86.   
 
Therefore, the level of development proposed by the project is consistent with the San Diego 
Downtown Community Plan and the San Diego General Plan and, thus, consistent with the 
RAQS. Accordingly, because the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, the project would not result in potentially 
significant impacts in this respect. 

Estimate of Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

Construction Emissions.  The use of construction vehicles and equipment during 
construction and demolition activities would generate temporary increases in air pollutant 
emissions.  These impacts would primarily be associated with off-site transportation of 
demolition debris and exported cut soil, dust generated by on-site demolition, grading, and 
construction, and ROG that would be released during the drying phase upon application of 
architectural coatings.  Excavation at the project site would require approximately 37,037 cubic 
yards of soil to be exported from the site during Phase 1 and another 37,037 cubic yards of soil 
to be exported from the site during Phases 2a and 2b.  Construction activity is assumed to occur 
over a period of approximately 123 work days for Phase 1 of the project.  Construction activity 
is assumed to occur over a period of approximately 113 work days for Phases 2a and 2b of the 
project. 
 
Maximum daily emissions are shown in Table 4 (refer to the Appendix for full results). 
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Table 4 
Sum of Construction Emissions 

Time Period 

Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

SOX 
(lbs/day) 

ROG 
(lbs/day) 

Phase 1 

Maximum 
daily 
summer 
emissions 

1,228.55 2,614.96 233.64 3.68 1,482.52 

Maximum 
daily winter 
emissions 

1,330.77 2,680.70 224.78 3.66 1,482.53 

Phases 2a and 2b 

Maximum 
daily 
summer 
emissions 

1,030.90 2,212.76 207.74 3.68 258.25 

Maximum 
daily winter 
emissions 

1,131.68 2,261.29 208.70 3.66 258.26 

Source: Unmitigated emissions generated from CalEEMod.2011.1.1 modeling output sheets. Refer to Appendix. 

 
Construction-related activities, including soil disturbance, dust emissions, combustion 
pollutants from on-site and off-site construction equipment, and transportation of demolition 
and soil export materials off-site, would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the 
local airshed.  These emissions would be variable in both time and space, and would differ 
considerably among the various construction-related activities. 
 
The San Diego APCD does not provide quantitative thresholds for determining the significance 
of temporary construction-related impacts.  However, for projects under the City’s jurisdiction, 
project construction would be required to comply with the City’s Construction Site Best 
Management Practices (BMPs), which are enforceable per the San Diego Municipal Code 
Section 142.0710.  Construction of Phase 1 of the proposed project would be conducted under 
the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego.  Therefore, the project’s temporary construction 
impacts to local and regional air quality are considered potentially significant and mitigation 
measures are required to reduce impacts to local and regional air quality.  Compliance with the 
construction site BMPs would be required in order to ensure that impacts related to short-term 
construction emissions would remain less than significant. 
 

Operational Indirect and Stationary Direct Emissions.  Operational emissions include 
those associated with energy use, area sources, water use, waste generation, and mobile 
sources.  The majority of project-related emissions would be due to vehicle trips to and from the 
site.  As discussed previously, the volume of vehicle trips to and from the project site was 
estimated using total daily trips based on the Fehr & Peers Trip Generation Assessment 
Memorandum, which were derived using the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual (2003), 
Centre City cumulative trip generation rates, and by the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
estimated in CalEEMod.  Maximum daily emissions are shown in Table 5 (refer to the Appendix 
for full results). 
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Table 5 
Sum of Area Source and Operational Emissions 

Time Period 

Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

NOX 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

SOX 
(lbs/day) 

ROG 
(lbs/day) 

Maximum daily 
summer 
emissions 

100.58 19.21 17.08 0.15 11.13 

Maximum daily 
winter 
emissions 

100.08 20.03 16.98 0.14 11.61 

Significance 
Threshold 

550 250 100 250 137 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

No No No No No 

Source: Unmitigated emissions generated from CalEEMod.2011.1.1 modeling output sheets. Refer to Appendix. 

 
As shown in Table 5, the operational emissions associated with the proposed Cedar and Kettner 
Property Development would not exceed the City of San Diego thresholds of significance 
shown in Table 3.  Therefore, the project would not result in significant long-term impacts to air 
quality. 
 

Impacts to Sensitive Receptors.  Air quality regulators typically define sensitive 
receptors as schools (Preschool-12th Grade), hospitals, resident care facilities, day-care centers, 
or other facilities that may house individuals with health conditions that would be adversely 
impacted by changes in air quality.  However, within the San Diego APCD the definition of a 
sensitive receptor also includes residents.  The two primary emissions of concern regarding 
health effects for land development projects are diesel-fired particulates and carbon monoxide.  
As the majority of the traffic generated by the proposed project would be resident and 
commuter traffic, the project is not expected to result in substatntial operational emissions of 
diesel-fired particulates. 
 
CO emissions are the result of the combustion process and therefore primarily associated with 
mobile source emissions (vehicles).  CO “hotspots” or pockets where the CO concentration 
exceeds the federal and state ambient air quality standards, have been found to occur only at 
signalized intersections that operate at or below level of service (LOS) E with peak-hour trips 
for that intersection exceeding 3,000 trips (Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 
District Guide to Air Quality Assessment, December 2009).  Based on the Cedar-Kettner Mixed-
Use Development – Traffic Analysis prepared by Fehr & Peers (July, 2011), the only intersection 
that would operate at LOS E as a result of the proposed project is Cedar Street and Kettner 
Boulevard; however, the peak-hour trips at this intersection would not exceed 3,000 trips.  
Therefore, the project would not result in CO hotspots. 

Required Mitigation Measures 

As discussed above, compliance with the City of San Diego’s Construction Site BMPs, or 
similarly effective construction emissions mitigation measures, would be required in order to 
ensure that impacts related to short-term construction emissions would remain less than 
significant.  The City of San Diego’s Construction Site BMPs that would reduce temporary 
construction emissions include: 
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1. Traffic Control Permits.  The City’s right-of-way is generally 10’ from the face of the 
curb to the private property line.  Any material or equipment in the right-of-way (such 
as dumpsters or trucks) require a Traffic Control Permit.  To apply, contact the 
Development Services Department at (619) 446-5150.  Forms are also available online at 
www.sandiego.gov/development-services in the “Forms and Guidelines” section, under 
“Information Bulletins.” See Bulletin #177, How to Obtain a Public Right-of-Way Permit 
for Traffic Control for information. 

 
2. Dirt and Grading.  Mounds of dirt or gravel should be stored on site and sprayed daily 

with water to prevent excessive dust.  During the rainy season (October 1st – April 30th) 
these materials should be covered.  For those areas that are active and exposed, a wet 
weather triggered action plan including additional BMPs should be in place to protect 
the site during a rain event.  Sites must have adequate tracking control to prevent the 
transport of dirt/gravel from the site. 

 
3. Earthmoving Equipment.  All earthmoving equipment should be stored on site.  

Maintenance of any equipment should be conducted on site, and mud tracks and dirt 
trails left by equipment leading to and from the site should be cleaned up immediately.  

 
As required by State law, all haul trucks would be covered during the transport of dirt from the 
site.  The following measures are required to minimize emissions of ozone precursors during 
construction. 
 

4. Minimize Engine Idling.  Construction contractors should minimize equipment idling 
time throughout construction.  Engines shall be turned off if idling would be for more 
than five minutes. 

 
5. Equipment Maintenance.  The applicant should prepare final project grading plans that 

indicate for the duration of construction, ozone precursor emissions from construction 
equipment vehicles will be controlled by maintaining equipment engines in good 
condition and in proper tune per manufacturer’s specifications, to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer.  Compliance with this measure will be subject to periodic inspections of 
construction equipment vehicles by the City. 

 
6. Alternatively Fueled Equipment.  Construction contractors should use alternatively 

fueled construction equipment (such as compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, or 
electric) when feasible. 

 
7. Low VOC Coatings.  The applicant should use low-volatile organic compound (VOC) 

architectural coatings in construction. 
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The following measures are required to minimize PM10 and PM2.5 emissions during site grading 
and construction. 
 

8. Minimization of Disturbance.  Construction contractors should minimize the area 
disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations to prevent 
excessive amounts of dust. 

 
9. Soil Treatment.  Construction contractors should treat all graded and excavated 

material, exposed soil areas, and active portions of the construction site, including 
unpaved on-site roadways to minimize fugitive dust.  Treatment shall include, but not 
necessarily be limited to, periodic watering, application of environmentally safe soil 
stabilization materials, and/or roll compaction as appropriate.  Watering shall be done 
as often as necessary, and at least twice daily, preferably in the late morning and after 
work is done for the day. 

 
10. Soil Stabilization.  Construction contractors should monitor all graded and/or 

excavated inactive areas of the construction site at least weekly for dust stabilization.  
Soil stabilization methods, such as water and roll compaction, and environmentally safe 
dust control materials, shall be applied to portions of the construction site that are 
inactive for over four days.  If no further grading or excavation operations are planned 
for the area, the area shall be seeded and watered until grass growth is evident, or 
periodically treated with environmentally safe dust suppressants, to prevent excessive 
fugitive dust. 

 
11. No Grading During High Winds.  Construction contractors should stop all clearing, 

grading, earth moving, and excavation operations during periods of high winds (20 
miles per hour or greater, as measured continuously over a one-hour period). 

 
12. Street Sweeping.  Construction contractors should sweep all on-site driveways and 

adjacent streets and roads at least once per day, preferably at the end of the day, if 
visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets and roads. 

 
Implementation of the required mitigation measures would reduce CO, NOX, PM10, SOX, and 
ROG emissions during construction activities to the maximum degree feasible. 
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Construction Phase - Construction period moved up to first quarter 2014 based on feedback from BRG, Inc.

Land Use - Acreages for parking structure based on project site plans.



Default assumptions used for residential and parking structure square feet.

Project Characteristics - Phase I operational in first quarter 2014.

Vehicle Trips -

Grading - Soil export information (37,037 cubic yards in Phase I and 37,037 cubic yards in Phase II) provided by BRG, Inc.

Demolition - Gross square footage provided by BRG, Inc. Includes two existing structures: Star Builders:  7,044 GSF, Warehouse:   4,700 GSF

San Diego County, Summer

Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project

1.1 Land Usage

Parking Structure 640 Space

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

13

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.6

40

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

Date: 8/25/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Mobile Commute Mitigation -

Woodstoves -

Energy Use -

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2014 1,482.52 24.08 23.74 0.05 2.23 1.25 3.47 0.10 1.25 1.35 0.00 4,737.67 0.00 0.30 0.00 4,743.91

2013 221.94 2,614.96 1,228.55 3.68 126.50 97.14 223.64 13.76 97.14 110.90 0.00 383,823.2
2

0.00 10.85 0.00 384,051.1
6

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2014 1,482.52 24.08 23.74 0.05 0.10 1.25 1.35 0.10 1.25 1.35 0.00 4,737.67 0.00 0.30 0.00 4,743.91

2013 221.94 2,614.96 1,228.55 3.68 18.71 97.14 115.85 13.76 97.14 110.90 0.00 383,823.2
2

0.00 10.85 0.00 384,051.1
6

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction
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Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Demolition - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 1.17 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.17 1.04 2.21 0.00 1.04 1.04 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.68 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 104.61 0.01 104.75

Hauling 0.25 2.98 1.40 0.00 1.25 0.11 1.36 0.01 0.11 0.13 437.70 0.01 437.96

Total 0.31 3.05 2.08 0.00 1.38 0.11 1.50 0.01 0.11 0.14 542.31 0.02 542.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 1.17 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.17 1.04 2.21 0.00 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 104.61 0.01 104.75

Hauling 0.25 2.98 1.40 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.13 0.01 0.11 0.13 437.70 0.01 437.96

Total 0.31 3.05 2.08 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.14 0.01 0.11 0.14 542.31 0.02 542.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2013

Off-Road 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 5.73 0.81 6.54 0.79 0.81 1.60 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.34 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 52.30 0.00 52.37

Hauling 220.19 2,602.34 1,219.52 3.66 120.70 96.33 217.03 12.97 96.33 109.30 382,368.2
7

10.70 382,592.9
1

Total 220.22 2,602.37 1,219.86 3.66 120.77 96.33 217.10 12.97 96.33 109.30 382,420.5
7

10.70 382,645.2
8

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 52.30 0.00 52.37

Hauling 220.19 2,602.34 1,219.52 3.66 12.97 96.33 109.30 12.97 96.33 109.30 382,368.2
7

10.70 382,592.9
1

Total 220.22 2,602.37 1,219.86 3.66 12.97 96.33 109.30 12.97 96.33 109.30 382,420.5
7

10.70 382,645.2
8

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2013

Off-Road 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.00 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 5.73 0.81 6.54 0.79 0.81 1.60 0.00 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.68 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 104.61 0.01 104.75

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.07 0.68 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 104.61 0.01 104.75

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 0.75 1.04 1.79 0.41 1.04 1.45 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 104.61 0.01 104.75

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.07 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 104.61 0.01 104.75

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 0.75 1.04 1.79 0.41 1.04 1.45 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.76 8.87 5.08 0.01 0.48 0.29 0.77 0.04 0.29 0.33 1,417.52 0.04 1,418.30

Worker 0.80 0.90 9.12 0.01 1.75 0.06 1.81 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,401.77 0.09 1,403.64

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.56 9.77 14.20 0.02 2.23 0.35 2.58 0.11 0.35 0.46 2,819.29 0.13 2,821.94

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

Total 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.76 8.87 5.08 0.01 0.04 0.29 0.33 0.04 0.29 0.33 1,417.52 0.04 1,418.30

Worker 0.80 0.90 9.12 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,401.77 0.09 1,403.64

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.56 9.77 14.20 0.02 0.11 0.35 0.46 0.11 0.35 0.46 2,819.29 0.13 2,821.94

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

Total 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.70 8.22 4.68 0.01 0.48 0.27 0.75 0.04 0.27 0.31 1,419.84 0.03 1,420.56

Worker 0.74 0.83 8.37 0.01 1.75 0.06 1.81 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,372.44 0.08 1,374.17

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.44 9.05 13.05 0.02 2.23 0.33 2.56 0.11 0.33 0.44 2,792.28 0.11 2,794.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

Off-Road 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

Total 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.70 8.22 4.68 0.01 0.04 0.27 0.31 0.04 0.27 0.31 1,419.84 0.03 1,420.56

Worker 0.74 0.83 8.37 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,372.44 0.08 1,374.17

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.44 9.05 13.05 0.02 0.11 0.33 0.44 0.11 0.33 0.44 2,792.28 0.11 2,794.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

Off-Road 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.00 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

Total 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.00 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.10 0.11 1.12 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 184.36 0.01 184.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.11 1.12 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 184.36 0.01 184.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2014

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

Total 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2014

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 0.00 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

Total 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 0.00 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.10 0.11 1.12 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 184.36 0.01 184.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.11 1.12 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 184.36 0.01 184.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2014

Off-Road 0.45 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 281.19 0.04 282.03

Archit. Coating 1,481.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1,482.37 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 281.19 0.04 282.03

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.15 0.17 1.69 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.03 276.54 0.02 276.89

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.15 0.17 1.69 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.03 276.54 0.02 276.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.15 0.17 1.69 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.03 276.54 0.02 276.89

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.15 0.17 1.69 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.03 276.54 0.02 276.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2014

Off-Road 0.45 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.00 281.19 0.04 282.03

Archit. Coating 1,481.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1,482.37 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.00 281.19 0.04 282.03

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

6.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

2.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

6.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

2.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation
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Construction Phase - Construction period moved up to first quarter 2014 based on feedback from BRG, Inc.

Land Use - Acreages for parking structure based on project site plans.



Default assumptions used for residential and parking structure square feet.

Project Characteristics - Phase I operational in first quarter 2014.

Vehicle Trips -

Grading - Soil export information (37,037 cubic yards in Phase I and 37,037 cubic yards in Phase II) provided by BRG, Inc.

Demolition - Gross square footage provided by BRG, Inc. Includes two existing structures: Star Builders:  7,044 GSF, Warehouse:   4,700 GSF

San Diego County, Winter

Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project

1.1 Land Usage

Parking Structure 640 Space

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

13

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.6

40

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

Date: 8/25/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Mobile Commute Mitigation -

Woodstoves -

Energy Use -

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2014 1,482.53 24.30 23.93 0.05 2.23 1.25 3.48 0.10 1.25 1.35 0.00 4,620.70 0.00 0.30 0.00 4,626.91

2013 227.51 2,680.70 1,330.77 3.66 126.50 98.28 224.78 13.76 98.28 112.05 0.00 381,823.0
6

0.00 11.13 0.00 382,056.7
6

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2014 1,482.53 24.30 23.93 0.05 0.10 1.25 1.35 0.10 1.25 1.35 0.00 4,620.70 0.00 0.30 0.00 4,626.91

2013 227.51 2,680.70 1,330.77 3.66 18.71 98.28 116.99 13.76 98.28 112.05 0.00 381,823.0
6

0.00 11.13 0.00 382,056.7
6

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction
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Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Demolition - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 1.17 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.17 1.04 2.21 0.00 1.04 1.04 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.65 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 96.59 0.01 96.72

Hauling 0.26 3.05 1.51 0.00 1.25 0.11 1.36 0.01 0.11 0.13 435.42 0.01 435.68

Total 0.32 3.12 2.16 0.00 1.38 0.11 1.50 0.01 0.11 0.14 532.01 0.02 532.40

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 1.17 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.17 1.04 2.21 0.00 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 96.59 0.01 96.72

Hauling 0.26 3.05 1.51 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.13 0.01 0.11 0.13 435.42 0.01 435.68

Total 0.32 3.12 2.16 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.14 0.01 0.11 0.14 532.01 0.02 532.40

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2013

Off-Road 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 5.73 0.81 6.54 0.79 0.81 1.60 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.04 0.32 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.29 0.00 48.36

Hauling 225.75 2,668.08 1,321.77 3.64 120.70 97.47 218.17 12.97 97.47 110.44 380,372.1
3

10.97 380,602.5
2

Total 225.78 2,668.12 1,322.09 3.64 120.77 97.47 218.24 12.97 97.47 110.44 380,420.4
2

10.97 380,650.8
8

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.04 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 48.29 0.00 48.36

Hauling 225.75 2,668.08 1,321.77 3.64 12.97 97.47 110.44 12.97 97.47 110.44 380,372.1
3

10.97 380,602.5
2

Total 225.78 2,668.12 1,322.09 3.64 12.97 97.47 110.44 12.97 97.47 110.44 380,420.4
2

10.97 380,650.8
8

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2013

Off-Road 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.00 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.72 12.58 8.68 0.01 5.73 0.81 6.54 0.79 0.81 1.60 0.00 1,402.64 0.15 1,405.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.65 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 96.59 0.01 96.72

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.07 0.65 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 96.59 0.01 96.72

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 0.75 1.04 1.79 0.41 1.04 1.45 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 96.59 0.01 96.72

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.07 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 96.59 0.01 96.72

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 2.00 13.91 9.51 0.02 0.75 1.04 1.79 0.41 1.04 1.45 0.00 1,476.12 0.18 1,479.88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.80 9.04 5.73 0.01 0.48 0.30 0.78 0.04 0.30 0.34 1,406.31 0.04 1,407.13

Worker 0.87 0.99 8.65 0.01 1.75 0.06 1.81 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,294.28 0.09 1,296.07

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.67 10.03 14.38 0.02 2.23 0.36 2.59 0.11 0.36 0.47 2,700.59 0.13 2,703.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

Total 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.80 9.04 5.73 0.01 0.04 0.30 0.34 0.04 0.30 0.34 1,406.31 0.04 1,407.13

Worker 0.87 0.99 8.65 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,294.28 0.09 1,296.07

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.67 10.03 14.38 0.02 0.11 0.36 0.47 0.11 0.36 0.47 2,700.59 0.13 2,703.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

Total 2.20 16.33 10.77 0.02 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.00 1,945.40 0.20 1,949.52

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.74 8.36 5.32 0.01 0.48 0.28 0.75 0.04 0.28 0.31 1,408.38 0.04 1,409.14

Worker 0.81 0.91 7.93 0.01 1.75 0.06 1.81 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,266.93 0.08 1,268.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.55 9.27 13.25 0.02 2.23 0.34 2.56 0.11 0.34 0.44 2,675.31 0.12 2,677.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

Off-Road 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

Total 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.74 8.36 5.32 0.01 0.04 0.28 0.31 0.04 0.28 0.31 1,408.38 0.04 1,409.14

Worker 0.81 0.91 7.93 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.07 0.06 0.13 1,266.93 0.08 1,268.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.55 9.27 13.25 0.02 0.11 0.34 0.44 0.11 0.34 0.44 2,675.31 0.12 2,677.73

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

Off-Road 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.00 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

Total 2.02 15.03 10.68 0.02 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.00 1,945.40 0.18 1,949.18

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.11 0.12 1.07 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 170.18 0.01 170.41

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.11 0.12 1.07 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 170.18 0.01 170.41

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2014

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

Total 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2014

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 0.00 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

Total 2.18 13.77 9.69 0.02 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 0.00 1,408.52 0.20 1,412.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.11 0.12 1.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 170.18 0.01 170.41

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.11 0.12 1.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 170.18 0.01 170.41

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2014

Off-Road 0.45 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 281.19 0.04 282.03

Archit. Coating 1,481.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1,482.37 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 281.19 0.04 282.03

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.16 0.18 1.60 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.03 255.28 0.02 255.61

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.16 0.18 1.60 0.00 0.35 0.01 0.36 0.01 0.01 0.03 255.28 0.02 255.61

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.16 0.18 1.60 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.03 255.28 0.02 255.61

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.16 0.18 1.60 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.03 255.28 0.02 255.61

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2014

Off-Road 0.45 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.00 281.19 0.04 282.03

Archit. Coating 1,481.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1,482.37 2.77 1.92 0.00 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.00 281.19 0.04 282.03

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

6.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

2.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

6.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

2.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 8.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Vegetation
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Land Use - Acreages for residential and parking structure based on project site plans.



Default assumptions used for residential and parking structure square feet.

Project Characteristics - Phase II operational in approximately 2016.

San Diego County, Summer

Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project

1.1 Land Usage

Apartments High Rise 163 Dwelling Unit

Regional Shopping Center 6.4 1000sqft

Regional Shopping Center 4.7 1000sqft

Parking Structure 160 Space

General Office Building 25.52 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

13

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.6

40

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

Date: 8/25/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Mobile Land Use Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for increased density, destination accessibility (project site is located downtown), and transit 
accessibility (project site is adjacent to County Center/Little Italy light rail station).

Energy Use -

Area Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for natural gas hearth (assumes no wood stoves/fireplaces).

Mobile Commute Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for voluntary trip reduction program, based on proposed transportation demand measures 
associated with Phase I parking structure.

Woodstoves - The proposed apartments would not include fireplaces or woodstoves.

Demolition -

Construction Phase -

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation estimates are from the Fehr & Peers Trip Generation Assessment Memorandum, and were originally derived using the City 
of San Diego Trip Generation Manual (2003), Centre City cumulative trip generation rates.

Grading - Soil export information provided by BRG, Inc.

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2015 258.25 2,212.76 1,030.90 3.68 18.73 81.21 99.94 13.78 81.21 95.00 0.00 385,646.0
4

0.00 9.13 0.00 385,837.8
6

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2015 258.25 2,212.76 1,030.90 3.68 126.52 81.21 207.74 13.78 81.21 95.00 0.00 385,646.0
4

0.00 9.13 0.00 385,837.8
6

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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Energy 0.05 0.42 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 538.71 0.01 0.01 541.99

Mobile 7.25 13.74 63.20 0.10 10.80 0.58 11.38 0.37 0.58 0.94 9,496.55 0.40 9,504.95

Area 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Total 9.24 14.33 77.55 0.10 10.80 0.58 11.48 0.37 0.58 1.04 0.00 10,059.77 0.44 0.01 10,072.03

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.06 0.48 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 612.84 0.01 0.01 616.57

Mobile 9.13 18.56 86.20 0.15 16.14 0.83 16.97 0.55 0.83 1.38 13,971.59 0.57 13,983.47

Area 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Total 11.13 19.21 100.58 0.15 16.14 0.83 17.08 0.55 0.83 1.49 0.00 14,608.94 0.61 0.01 14,625.13

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

Off-Road 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 5.73 0.65 6.38 0.79 0.65 1.44 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.05 0.00 50.11

Hauling 185.57 2,202.02 1,021.99 3.67 120.72 80.56 201.28 12.99 80.56 93.55 384,193.3
4

9.00 384,382.3
0

Total 185.60 2,202.05 1,022.28 3.67 120.79 80.56 201.35 12.99 80.56 93.55 384,243.3
9

9.00 384,432.4
1

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

Off-Road 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.00 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 5.73 0.65 6.38 0.79 0.65 1.44 0.00 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.05 0.00 50.11

Hauling 185.57 2,202.02 1,021.99 3.67 12.99 80.56 93.55 12.99 80.56 93.55 384,193.3
4

9.00 384,382.3
0

Total 185.60 2,202.05 1,022.28 3.67 12.99 80.56 93.55 12.99 80.56 93.55 384,243.3
9

9.00 384,432.4
1

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

Off-Road 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.75 0.84 1.59 0.41 0.84 1.25 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.05 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 100.10 0.01 100.22

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.05 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 100.10 0.01 100.22

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.05 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 100.10 0.01 100.22

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.05 0.06 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 100.10 0.01 100.22

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2015

Off-Road 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.00 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.75 0.84 1.59 0.41 0.84 1.25 0.00 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.24 2.79 1.58 0.00 0.17 0.09 0.27 0.01 0.09 0.10 519.54 0.01 519.78

Worker 0.63 0.69 6.97 0.01 1.58 0.06 1.63 0.06 0.06 0.11 1,211.21 0.07 1,212.67

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.87 3.48 8.55 0.01 1.75 0.15 1.90 0.07 0.15 0.21 1,730.75 0.08 1,732.45

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Off-Road 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

Total 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.24 2.79 1.58 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.01 0.09 0.10 519.54 0.01 519.78

Worker 0.63 0.69 6.97 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.11 1,211.21 0.07 1,212.67

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.87 3.48 8.55 0.01 0.07 0.15 0.21 0.07 0.15 0.21 1,730.75 0.08 1,732.45

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Off-Road 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.00 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

Total 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.00 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.10 1.04 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 180.18 0.01 180.40

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.10 1.04 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 180.18 0.01 180.40

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2015

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

Total 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2015

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 0.00 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

Total 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 0.00 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.09 0.10 1.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 180.18 0.01 180.40

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.09 0.10 1.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 180.18 0.01 180.40

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

Off-Road 0.41 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 281.19 0.04 281.96

Archit. Coating 257.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 258.13 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 281.19 0.04 281.96

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.12 0.14 1.38 0.00 0.31 0.01 0.32 0.01 0.01 0.02 240.24 0.01 240.53

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.12 0.14 1.38 0.00 0.31 0.01 0.32 0.01 0.01 0.02 240.24 0.01 240.53

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.12 0.14 1.38 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 240.24 0.01 240.53

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.12 0.14 1.38 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 240.24 0.01 240.53

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

Off-Road 0.41 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 281.19 0.04 281.96

Archit. Coating 257.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 258.13 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 281.19 0.04 281.96

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 9.13 18.56 86.20 0.15 16.14 0.83 16.97 0.55 0.83 1.38 13,971.59 0.57 13,983.47

Mitigated 7.25 13.74 63.20 0.10 10.80 0.58 11.38 0.37 0.58 0.94 9,496.55 0.40 9,504.95

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Regional Shopping Center 115.20 115.20 115.20 201,981 134,208

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High Rise 652.00 652.00 652.00 1,861,658 1,262,078

General Office Building 1,114.97 1,114.97 1114.97 2,664,500 1,769,496

Regional Shopping Center 84.60 84.60 84.60 148,330 98,559

Total 1,966.77 1,966.77 1,966.77 4,876,468 3,264,341

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Increase Transit Accessibility

Implement Trip Reduction Program

Increase Density

Improve Destination Accessibility
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4.3 Trip Type Information

Regional Shopping Center 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.30 64.70 19.00

Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00

Regional Shopping Center 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.30 64.70 19.00

General Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00

Apartments High Rise 10.80 7.30 7.50 41.60 18.80 39.60

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

Kilowatt Hours of Renewable Electricity Generated

Exceed Title 24
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Regional 
Shopping Center

29.4877 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.47 0.00 0.00 3.49

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High 
Rise

4706.86 0.05 0.43 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 553.75 0.01 0.01 557.12

General Office 
Building

426.362 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.16 0.00 0.00 50.47

Regional 
Shopping Center

46.4274 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.46 0.00 0.00 5.50

Total 0.05 0.47 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 612.84 0.01 0.01 616.58

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.06 0.48 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 612.84 0.01 0.01 616.57

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.05 0.42 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 538.71 0.01 0.01 541.99

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day
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Use only Natural Gas Hearths

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.0271699 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.20 0.00 0.00 3.22

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High 
Rise

4.13395 0.04 0.38 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 486.35 0.01 0.01 489.31

General Office 
Building

0.37518 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.14 0.00 0.00 44.41

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.0427781 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.03 0.00 0.00 5.06

Total 0.04 0.42 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 538.72 0.01 0.01 542.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer 
Products

1.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.48 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 24.51 0.03 25.09

Total 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Mitigated 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Use Water Efficient Irrigation System

Install Low Flow Toilet

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer 
Products

1.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.48 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 24.51 0.03 25.09

Total 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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9.0 Vegetation
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Land Use - Acreages for residential and parking structure based on project site plans.



Default assumptions used for residential and parking structure square feet.

Project Characteristics - Phase II operational in approximately 2016.

San Diego County, Winter

Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project

1.1 Land Usage

Apartments High Rise 163 Dwelling Unit

Regional Shopping Center 6.4 1000sqft

Regional Shopping Center 4.7 1000sqft

Parking Structure 160 Space

General Office Building 25.52 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

13

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.6

40

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

Date: 8/25/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Mobile Land Use Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for increased density, destination accessibility (project site is located downtown), and transit 
accessibility (project site is adjacent to County Center/Little Italy light rail station).

Energy Use -

Area Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for natural gas hearth (assumes no wood stoves/fireplaces).

Mobile Commute Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for voluntary trip reduction program, based on proposed transportation demand measures 
associated with Phase I parking structure.

Woodstoves - The proposed apartments would not include fireplaces or woodstoves.

Demolition -

Construction Phase -

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation estimates are from the Fehr & Peers Trip Generation Assessment Memorandum, and were originally derived using the City 
of San Diego Trip Generation Manual (2003), Centre City cumulative trip generation rates.

Grading - Soil export information provided by BRG, Inc.

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2015 258.26 2,261.29 1,131.68 3.66 18.73 82.18 100.91 13.78 82.18 95.96 0.00 383,558.6
8

0.00 9.40 0.00 383,756.0
1

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

2015 258.26 2,261.29 1,131.68 3.66 126.52 82.18 208.70 13.78 82.18 95.96 0.00 383,558.6
8

0.00 9.40 0.00 383,756.0
1

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction
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Energy 0.05 0.42 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 538.71 0.01 0.01 541.99

Mobile 7.55 14.27 64.70 0.09 10.80 0.58 11.38 0.37 0.58 0.95 8,894.30 0.41 8,903.00

Area 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Total 9.54 14.86 79.05 0.09 10.80 0.58 11.48 0.37 0.58 1.05 0.00 9,457.52 0.45 0.01 9,470.08

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

Energy 0.06 0.48 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 612.84 0.01 0.01 616.57

Mobile 9.61 19.38 85.70 0.14 16.14 0.84 16.98 0.55 0.84 1.39 13,080.09 0.58 13,092.27

Area 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Total 11.61 20.03 100.08 0.14 16.14 0.84 17.09 0.55 0.84 1.50 0.00 13,717.44 0.62 0.01 13,733.93

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

Off-Road 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 5.73 0.65 6.38 0.79 0.65 1.44 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.27 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 46.19 0.00 46.25

Hauling 190.61 2,250.55 1,122.79 3.65 120.72 81.52 202.24 12.99 81.52 94.52 382,109.8
5

9.26 382,304.3
1

Total 190.64 2,250.58 1,123.06 3.65 120.79 81.52 202.31 12.99 81.52 94.52 382,156.0
4

9.26 382,350.5
6

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

Off-Road 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.00 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

Fugitive Dust 5.73 0.00 5.73 0.79 0.00 0.79 0.00

Total 1.50 10.70 8.62 0.01 5.73 0.65 6.38 0.79 0.65 1.44 0.00 1,402.64 0.13 1,405.45

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 46.19 0.00 46.25

Hauling 190.61 2,250.55 1,122.79 3.65 12.99 81.52 94.52 12.99 81.52 94.52 382,109.8
5

9.26 382,304.3
1

Total 190.64 2,250.58 1,123.06 3.65 12.99 81.52 94.52 12.99 81.52 94.52 382,156.0
4

9.26 382,350.5
6

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

Off-Road 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.75 0.84 1.59 0.41 0.84 1.25 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.54 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 92.39 0.01 92.50

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.06 0.54 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.01 92.39 0.01 92.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 92.39 0.01 92.50

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.06 0.06 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 92.39 0.01 92.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2015

Off-Road 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.00 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

Fugitive Dust 0.75 0.00 0.75 0.41 0.00 0.41 0.00

Total 1.69 12.02 9.21 0.02 0.75 0.84 1.59 0.41 0.84 1.25 0.00 1,476.12 0.15 1,479.31

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.25 2.83 1.81 0.00 0.17 0.09 0.27 0.01 0.09 0.11 515.26 0.01 515.52

Worker 0.68 0.75 6.59 0.01 1.58 0.06 1.63 0.06 0.06 0.11 1,117.89 0.07 1,119.28

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.93 3.58 8.40 0.01 1.75 0.15 1.90 0.07 0.15 0.22 1,633.15 0.08 1,634.80

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Off-Road 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

Total 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.25 2.83 1.81 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.11 0.01 0.09 0.11 515.26 0.01 515.52

Worker 0.68 0.75 6.59 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.11 1,117.89 0.07 1,119.28

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.93 3.58 8.40 0.01 0.07 0.15 0.22 0.07 0.15 0.22 1,633.15 0.08 1,634.80

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Off-Road 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.00 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

Total 1.86 13.57 10.61 0.02 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.00 1,945.40 0.17 1,948.92

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.10 0.11 0.98 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 166.30 0.01 166.50

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.11 0.98 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.02 166.30 0.01 166.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2015

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

Total 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2015

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 0.00 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

Total 2.04 12.88 9.62 0.02 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 0.00 1,408.52 0.18 1,412.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.10 0.11 0.98 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 166.30 0.01 166.50

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.11 0.98 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 166.30 0.01 166.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

Off-Road 0.41 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 281.19 0.04 281.96

Archit. Coating 257.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 258.13 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 281.19 0.04 281.96

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.14 0.15 1.31 0.00 0.31 0.01 0.32 0.01 0.01 0.02 221.73 0.01 222.01

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.14 0.15 1.31 0.00 0.31 0.01 0.32 0.01 0.01 0.02 221.73 0.01 222.01

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.14 0.15 1.31 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 221.73 0.01 222.01

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.14 0.15 1.31 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 221.73 0.01 222.01

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

Off-Road 0.41 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 281.19 0.04 281.96

Archit. Coating 257.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 258.13 2.57 1.90 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.00 281.19 0.04 281.96

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 9.61 19.38 85.70 0.14 16.14 0.84 16.98 0.55 0.84 1.39 13,080.09 0.58 13,092.27

Mitigated 7.55 14.27 64.70 0.09 10.80 0.58 11.38 0.37 0.58 0.95 8,894.30 0.41 8,903.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Regional Shopping Center 115.20 115.20 115.20 201,981 134,208

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High Rise 652.00 652.00 652.00 1,861,658 1,262,078

General Office Building 1,114.97 1,114.97 1114.97 2,664,500 1,769,496

Regional Shopping Center 84.60 84.60 84.60 148,330 98,559

Total 1,966.77 1,966.77 1,966.77 4,876,468 3,264,341

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Increase Transit Accessibility

Implement Trip Reduction Program

Increase Density

Improve Destination Accessibility
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4.3 Trip Type Information

Regional Shopping Center 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.30 64.70 19.00

Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00

Regional Shopping Center 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.30 64.70 19.00

General Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00

Apartments High Rise 10.80 7.30 7.50 41.60 18.80 39.60

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

Kilowatt Hours of Renewable Electricity Generated

Exceed Title 24
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Regional 
Shopping Center

29.4877 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.47 0.00 0.00 3.49

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High 
Rise

4706.86 0.05 0.43 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 553.75 0.01 0.01 557.12

General Office 
Building

426.362 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.16 0.00 0.00 50.47

Regional 
Shopping Center

46.4274 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.46 0.00 0.00 5.50

Total 0.05 0.47 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 612.84 0.01 0.01 616.58

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.06 0.48 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 612.84 0.01 0.01 616.57

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.05 0.42 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 538.71 0.01 0.01 541.99

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day
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Use only Natural Gas Hearths

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.0271699 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.20 0.00 0.00 3.22

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High 
Rise

4.13395 0.04 0.38 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 486.35 0.01 0.01 489.31

General Office 
Building

0.37518 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.14 0.00 0.00 44.41

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.0427781 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.03 0.00 0.00 5.06

Total 0.04 0.42 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.03 538.72 0.01 0.01 542.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer 
Products

1.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.48 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 24.51 0.03 25.09

Total 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Mitigated 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Use Water Efficient Irrigation System

Install Low Flow Toilet

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer 
Products

1.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.48 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 24.51 0.03 25.09

Total 1.94 0.17 14.15 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 24.51 0.03 0.00 25.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Mitigated
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9.0 Vegetation





 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  S c i e n t i s t s           P l a n n e r s           E n g i n e e r s  

 

 

 

August 26, 2011 
Project No. 11-67940 
 
Alyssa Muto 
BRG Consulting, Inc. 
304 Ivy Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 

GREENHOUSE GAS STUDY 
Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project 

San Diego, California 
 
Dear Ms. Muto: 
 
Rincon Consultants, Inc. is pleased to submit the attached Greenhouse Gas Study for the 
proposed Cedar and Kettner Property Development project in the City of San Diego.  The 
proposed project would result in approximately 38.17% lower GHG emissions per year 
compared to the business-as-usual scenario.  As such, the proposed project would be 
consistent with the goals of AB 32, which requires achievement by 2020 of a statewide GHG 
emissions limit equivalent to 1990 emissions (essentially a 25% reduction below 2005 
emission levels).  Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative GHG 
emissions and climate change would not be significant.  If you have any questions regarding 
this study or if we can provide you with other environmental consulting services, please feel 
free to contact us. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
RINCON CONSULTANTS, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Chris Bersbach  Joe Power, AICP 

Associate Environmental Planner  Principal 
 



City of San Diego 

Cedar and Kettner Property 
Development Project 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Greenhouse 
Gas Study 
 
 
 
 
 
August 2011 



 

 

 
 

Cedar and Kettner  
Property Development Project 

 
Greenhouse Gas Study 

 
 
 
 

Prepared for: 

 
 
 

BRG Consulting, Inc. 
304 Ivy Street 

San Diego, CA 92101 
Contact: Alyssa Muto, Project Manager 

 
 

Prepared with the assistance of: 

 
Rincon Consultants, Inc. 

180 North Ashwood Avenue 
Ventura, California 93003 

 
 
 

August 2011 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This report is printed on 50% recycled post-consumer content paper. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project 
Greenhouse Gas Study  

 

 

County of San Diego 

i 
 

 
 

Cedar and Kettner  
Property Development Project 

Greenhouse Gas Study 
 

Table of Contents 
  Page 

 
Cover Letter 
 
Project Description ................................................................................................................................ 1 
Setting  .................................................................................................................................................... 3 
 Overview of Global Climate Change........................................................................................... 3 
 Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) ......................................................................................................... 4 
 State Greenhouse Gas Inventory ................................................................................................ 5 
 Effects of Climate Change ........................................................................................................... 6 
 Regulatory Setting ...................................................................................................................... 8 
Climate Change Impact Analysis ...................................................................................................... 10 
 Methodology .............................................................................................................................. 11 
 Estimate of GHG Emissions ...................................................................................................... 13 
References ............................................................................................................................................. 25 
 
List of Tables 
 
 Table 1 Estimated Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases ................................ 14 
 Table 2 Estimated Annual Energy-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions – 

Business-as-Usual Scenario .................................................................................. 14 
 Table 3  Estimated Annual Solid Waste Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Business-

as-Usual Scenario ................................................................................................... 15 
 Table 4 Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Water Use – Business-as-

Usual Scenario ........................................................................................................ 15 
 Table 5  Estimated Annual Mobile Emissions of Greenhouse Gases – Business-

as-Usual ................................................................................................................... 16 
 Table 6 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases – Business-as-Usual 

Scenario ................................................................................................................... 17 
 Table 7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions from Existing State Measures ......... 18 
 Table 8 Reduction in Greenhouse Gases from Project Features .................................... 18 
 Table 9 Total Reduction of Greenhouse Gases ................................................................ 19 
 Table 10 Project Consistency with Relevant San Diego General Plan Climate 

Change and Sustainable Policies ......................................................................... 19 
 
 
 
 
 



Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project 
Greenhouse Gas Study  

 

 

County of San Diego 

ii 
 

 
 

Appendices 
 

 Appendix A:  CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Phase I Annual Emissions Report and Phase II 
Annual Emissions Report / N2O Mobile Emissions Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Worksheet 



Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project 
Greenhouse Gas Study  

 
 

County of San Diego 

 
 

1 

CEDAR AND KETTNER  
PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

GREENHOUSE GAS STUDY 
 
This study is an analysis of the potential greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts of the proposed Cedar 
and Kettner Property Development project located in the City of San Diego, San Diego County.  
The report has been prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. under contract to BRG Consulting, 
Inc. for use by the County of San Diego, in support of the environmental documentation being 
prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The purpose of this 
study is to analyze the proposed project’s GHG emissions and the associated impact to global 
climate change.  This study describes global climate change, GHGs, and the current regulatory 
framework, quantifies GHG emissions for the proposed project, compares forecast emissions to 
a range of qualitative thresholds, and discusses the project’s consistency with applicable 
mitigation strategies.  
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed project, initiated by the County of San Diego, involves the redevelopment of the 
Cedar and Kettner Property within the Centre City community of the City of San Diego.  The 
project site is currently developed with a surface parking lot over the northern two-thirds of the 
project site; on the southern third is the Star Builders office building and warehouse fronting 
westerly toward the railroad right of way.  The three-phased project would begin with site 
preparation of the entire property and the construction of the parking structure located on the 
northwest end of the property surrounded by Kettner Boulevard on the east, Cedar Street on 
the north, West Beech Street on the south, and the Blue Line of the San Diego Trolley on the 
west.  The latter two phases of the project would involve development of a mixed-use mid- to 
high-rise tower adjoining the new parking structure. 
 
As mentioned above, the proposed Cedar-Kettner Development project is separated into three 
phases.  To allow for distinct conditioning and mitigation, Phase 2 has been separated into two 
subcomponents of Phase 2a and Phase 2b (described below). 
 
Phase 1 
The first phase would begin with the removal of the existing surface parking and all structures 
onsite, including the three-story Star Builders Supply Company building, a City-designated 
historic structure and adjacent warehouse to allow for development proposed under Phase 1, as 
well as the future phases of development.  The parking structure would have three levels of 
below-grade parking (B1-B3) and six floors of above-grade parking (P1-P6), and would provide 
approximately 640 parking spaces.  Access would be provided at two separate points, two lanes 
for entrance on Beech Street and two lanes for exit on Cedar Street. 
 
Phase 2a 
Phase 2a involves the construction and development of a five-story building with 
retail/commercial on the first floor and offices on the upper four floors.  The building would be 
constructed along the eastern side of the parking structure.  This phase is intended to be an 
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opportunity for development through a public/private partnership that would be a revenue 
source for the County. 
 
The approximately 6,400 square feet of retail/commercial would be oriented toward the street 
for access by pedestrians along Kettner Boulevard.  Above the retail/commercial would be four 
floors of approximately 7,390 gross square feet per floor of office space, totaling 29,560 gross 
square feet. The office space may be for either County services or leased out to non-profit or 
private entities. This phase is intended to be an opportunity for public/private partnership, 
allowing for development to occur with a revenue source for the County.  
 
Permanent street landscaping along Kettner Boulevard would be completed with this Phase in a 
manner consistent with City design standards for the Little Italy Community Plan area. The 
temporary improvements in the Phase 2b area along Beech Street would not be affected with 
the implementation of Phase 2a. Access to the onsite parking would remain the same as 
described for Phase 1, with two entry lanes on Beech Street and two exist lanes on Cedar Street.  
 
Phase 2b 
Phase 2b is located in the southern third of the project site and would involve the construction 
of a high-rise residential structure, with retail along Kettner Boulevard and live-work lofts 
along the western project boundary.  Similar to Phase 2a, this phase is intended to be an 
opportunity for development through a public/private partnership that would be a revenue 
source for the County. 
 
Three levels of parking (approximately 160 standard and Americans with Disabilities Act 
[ADA] spaces) for the Phase 2b residential and retail development would be constructed 
beneath Phase 2b and would connect underground to the Phase 1 parking structure.  However, 
ingress and egress to this parking would be limited to a driveway on Kettner Boulevard to 
allow for a private access for residents, separate from the CAC and office/commercial access, 
which would be from Beech Street (inbound) and Cedar Street (outbound).  A total of 163 
residential units are proposed in Phase 2b. 
 
The proposed project includes a number of energy saving measures that would reduce GHG 
emissions.  These are listed below.  
 
Parking Structure 

 LEED Silver  

 365.1 kW Roof-top Photovoltaic System 

 Natural Ventilation (Along Cedar and railroad right of way)  

 Lighting Control  

 Transportation Demand Measures (TDM)  
o A bulletin board, displaying transportation information for employees, which 

will include maps, routes and schedules for public transit routes serving the site, 
telephone numbers for referrals on transportation information including 
numbers for the regional ridesharing agency and local transit operators; 
ridesharing promotional material supplied by commuter-oriented organizations; 
bicycle route and facility information, including regional/local bicycle maps and 
bicycle safety information.  
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o A listing of facilities available for carpoolers, vanpoolers, bicyclists, transit riders 
and pedestrians at the site.  

o Shuttle bus to other County offices. 
o Bicycle racks.  
o A safe and convenient zone in which vanpool and carpool vehicles may deliver 

or board passengers.  
o Sidewalks/pathways follow direct and safe routes to/from the external 

pedestrian circulation system to each building in the development.  
o Advocate for designated public bus stop  
o Established start and end shift times for employees outside the peak commute 

hours  
o On site amenities (e.g, food service, postal services, recreation, etc.) 

 
Retail/Office Space 

 LEED Silver  

 Low-flow toilets  

 Recycled content for flooring  

 On site buildings will be developed with an energy efficiency that goes beyond Title 24 
requirements by approximately 15%. 

 
Residential/Retail Space 

 LEED Silver  

 Low-flow toilets  

 EnergyStar Appliances (Residential)  

 On site buildings will be developed with an energy efficiency that goes beyond Title 24 
requirements by approximately 15%.  

 Irrigation control devices for landscaped areas.  

 Drought tolerant landscaping. 
 

SETTING  

Overview of Global Climate Change 

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and 
storms) over an extended period of time.  The term “climate change” is often used interchangeably 
with the term “global warming,” but “climate change” is preferred to “global warming” because it 
helps convey that there are other changes in addition to rising temperatures.  The baseline against 
which these changes are measured originates in historical records identifying temperature changes 
that have occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages.  The global climate is continuously 
changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in 
the geologic record.  The rate of change has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling 
trends occurring over the course of thousands of years.  The past 10,000 years have been marked 
by a period of incremental warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe.  However, 
scientists have observed acceleration in the rate of warming during the past 150 years.   Per the 
United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), the understanding of 
anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a high confidence (90% or 
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greater chance) that the global average net effect of human activities since 1750 has been one of 
warming.  The prevailing scientific opinion on climate change is that most of the observed 
increase in global average temperatures, since the mid-20th century, is likely due to the 
observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations (IPCC, 2007). 
 

Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) 

Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases 
(GHGs).  GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources, or are 
formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere.  The gases that are widely seen 
as the principal contributors to human-induced climate change include carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  Water vapor is excluded from the list of 
GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely 
determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation. 
 
GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities.  Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 
are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities.  Emissions of CO2 are largely by-
products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills.  Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-
absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) (California 
Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA], 2006).  Different types of GHGs have varying global 
warming potential (GWP).  The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in 
the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).  Because GHGs absorb different 
amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the 
amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2E), and is the amount 
of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP.  CO2 has a GWP of one. By contrast, CH4 has a GWP of 
21, meaning its global warming effect is 21 times greater than CO2 on a molecule per molecule 
basis (IPCC, 1997). 
 
The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.  Without the 
natural heat trapping effect of GHGs, Earth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler (CalEPA, 2006). 
However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil 
fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in 
the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.  The following discusses 
the primary GHGs of concern. 
 

Carbon Dioxide.  The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and reservoirs. 
Billions of tons of carbon in the form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living biomass (i.e., sinks) 
and are emitted to the atmosphere annually through natural processes (i.e., sources). When in 
equilibrium, carbon fluxes among these various reservoirs are roughly balanced (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA], April 2008). CO2 was the first GHG demonstrated to 
be increasing in atmospheric concentration, with the first conclusive measurements being made in 
the last half of the 20th Century.  Concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere have risen 
approximately 40% since the industrial revolution.  The global atmospheric concentration of CO2 
has increased from a pre-industrial value of about 280 parts per million (ppm) to 391 ppm in 2011 
(IPCC, 2007; Oceanic and Atmospheric Association [NOAA], 2010).  The average annual CO2 
concentration growth rate was larger during the last 10 years (1995–2005 average: 1.9 ppm per 
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year) than it has been since the beginning of continuous direct atmospheric measurements (1960–
2005 average: 1.4 ppm per year), although there is year-to-year variability in growth rates (NOAA, 
2010).  Currently, CO2 represents an estimated 82.7% of total GHG emissions (Department of 
Energy [DOE] Energy Information Administration [EIA], December 2008).  The largest source of 
CO2, and of overall GHG emissions, is fossil fuel combustion. 
 

Methane.  CH4 is an effective absorber of radiation, though its atmospheric concentration is 
less than that of CO2 and its lifetime in the atmosphere is limited to 10 to 12 years. It has a GWP 
approximately 21 times that of CO2.  Over the last 250 years, the concentration of CH4 in the 
atmosphere has increased by 148% (IPCC, 2007), although emissions have declined from 1990 
levels.  Anthropogenic sources of CH4 include enteric fermentation associated with domestic 
livestock, landfills, natural gas and petroleum systems, agricultural activities, coal mining, 
wastewater treatment, stationary and mobile combustion, and certain industrial processes 
(USEPA, April 2008). 
 

Nitrous Oxide.  Concentrations of N2O began to rise at the beginning of the industrial 
revolution and continue to increase at a relatively uniform growth rate (NOAA, 2010).  N2O is 
produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions that occur in 
fertilizers that contain nitrogen, fossil fuel combustion, and other chemical processes. Use of these 
fertilizers has increased over the last century.  Agricultural soil management and mobile source 
fossil fuel combustion are the major sources of N2O emissions.  N2O’s GWP is approximately 310 
times that of CO2. 
 

Fluorinated Gases (HFCs, PFCs, and SF6).  Fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and 
SF6, are powerful GHGs that are emitted from a variety of industrial processes.  Fluorinated gases 
are used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances such as chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), and halons, which have been regulated since the mid-1980s 
because of their ozone-destroying potential and are phased out under the Montreal Protocol (1987) 
and Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Electrical transmission and distribution systems account 
for most SF6 emissions, while PFC emissions result from semiconductor manufacturing and as a 
by-product of primary aluminum production.  Fluorinated gases are typically emitted in smaller 
quantities than CO2, CH4, and N2O, but these compounds have much higher GWPs.  SF6 is the 
most potent GHG that the IPCC has evaluated. 
 

State Greenhouse Gas Inventory   

Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHGs were approximately 40,000 million metric tons 
(MMT) CO2E in 2004, including ongoing emissions from industrial and agricultural sources, but 
excluding emissions from land use changes (i.e., deforestation, biomass decay) (IPCC, 2007). CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel use accounts for 56.6% of the total emissions of 49,000 million metric tons 
CO2E (includes land use changes) and all CO2 emissions are 76.7% of the total. Methane emissions 
account for 14.3% of GHG and N2O emissions account for 7.9% (IPCC, 2007).  
 
Total U.S. GHG emissions were 6,633.2 million metric tons CO2E in 2009 (USEPA, April 2011).  
While total U.S. emissions have increased by 7.3% from 1990 to 2009, emissions decreased from 
2008 to 2009 by 427.9 million metric tons CO2E, or 6.1% (DOE EIA, Table 12.1, August 2010).  This 
decrease was primarily due to (1) a decrease in economic output resulting in a decrease in energy 
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consumption across all sectors; and (2) a decrease in the carbon intensity of fuels used to generate 
electricity due to fuel switching as the price of coal increased, and the price of natural gas 
decreased substantially.  Since 1990, U.S. emissions have increased at an average annual rate of 
0.4%.  The transportation and industrial end-use sectors accounted for 33% and 26%, respectively, 
of CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 2009.  Meanwhile, the residential and commercial 
end-use sectors accounted for 22% and 19%, respectively, of CO2 emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion in 2009 (USEPA, 2011).   
 
Based upon the California Air Resources Board (ARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 
2000-2008, California produced 478 MMT CO2E in 2008.  The major source of GHGs in California 
is transportation, contributing 36% of the state’s total GHG emissions.  Electricity generation is the 
second largest source, contributing 24% of the state’s GHG emissions (California Energy 
Commission [CEC], June 2010).  California emissions are due in part to its large size and large 
population compared to other states.  Another factor that reduces California’s per capita fuel use 
and GHG emissions, as compared to other states, is its relatively mild climate.  ARB has projected 
statewide unregulated GHG emissions for the year 2020, which represent the emissions that would 
be expected to occur in the absence of any GHG reduction actions, will be 596 MMT CO2E (ARB, 
2007).  
 

Effects of Climate Change 

Globally, climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through 
potential impacts related to future air temperatures and precipitation patterns.  Scientific 
modeling predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would induce more 
extreme climate changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century. 
Scientists have projected that the average global surface temperature could rise by1.0-4.5°F (0.6-
2.5°C) in the next 50 years, and the increase may be as high as 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in the next 
century.  In addition to these projections, there are identifiable signs that global warming is 
currently taking place, including substantial ice loss in the Arctic (IPCC, 2007).  
 
According to CalEPA’s 2009 Climate Action Team Biennial Report, potential impacts of climate 
change in California may include loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per 
year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years (CalEPA, May 
2009).  Below is a summary of some of the potential effects that could be experienced in 
California as a result of climate change. 
 

Sea Level Rise.  According to The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast, 
prepared by the California Climate Change Center (CCCC) (May 2009), climate change has the 
potential to induce substantial sea level rise in the coming century.  The rising sea level 
increases the likelihood and risk of flooding.  The study identifies a sea level rise on the 
California coast over the past century of approximately eight inches.  Based on the results of 
various global climate change models, sea level rise is expected to continue.  The California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy (December 2009) estimates a sea level rise of up to 55 inches by the 
end of this century. 
 

Air Quality.  Higher temperatures, which are conducive to air pollution formation, 
could worsen air quality in California.  Climate change may increase the concentration of 
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ground-level ozone, but the magnitude of the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are 
uncertain. If higher temperatures are accompanied by drier conditions, the potential for large 
wildfires could increase, which, in turn, would further worsen air quality.  However, if higher 
temperatures are accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to 
temporarily clear the air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, 
thereby ameliorating the pollution associated with wildfires.  Additionally, severe heat 
accompanied by drier conditions and poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related 
deaths, illnesses, and asthma attacks throughout the state (CEC March 2009). 
 

Water Supply.  Analysis of paleoclimatic data (such as tree-ring reconstructions of 
stream flow and precipitation) indicates a history of naturally and widely varying hydrologic 
conditions in California and the west, including a pattern of recurring and extended droughts. 
Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall impact of climate change on future water 
supplies in California.  However, the average early spring snowpack in the Sierra Nevada 
decreased by about 10% during the last century, a loss of 1.5 million acre-feet of snowpack 
storage.  During the same period, sea level rose eight inches along California’s coast. 
California’s temperature has risen 1°F, mostly at night and during the winter, with higher 
elevations experiencing the highest increase.  Many Southern California cities have experienced 
their lowest recorded annual precipitation twice within the past decade.  In a span of only two 
years, Los Angeles experienced both its driest and wettest years on record (California 
Department of Water Resources [DWR], 2008; CCCC, May 2009). 
 
This uncertainty complicates the analysis of future water demand, especially where the 
relationship between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well 
understood.  The Sierra snowpack provides the majority of California's water supply by 
accumulating snow during our wet winters and releasing it slowly when we need it during our 
dry springs and summers.  Based upon historical data and modeling DWR projects that the 
Sierra snowpack will experience a 25% to 40% reduction from its historic average by 2050. 
Climate change is also anticipated to bring warmer storms that result in less snowfall at lower 
elevations, reducing the total snowpack (DWR, 2008).  
 

Hydrology.  As discussed above, climate change could potentially affect: the amount of 
snowfall, rainfall, and snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs 
(flash floods, rain or snow events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise 
and coastal flooding; coastal erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion.  Sea level rise 
may be a product of climate change through two main processes: expansion of sea water as the 
oceans warm and melting of ice over land.  A rise in sea levels could result in coastal flooding 
and erosion and could jeopardize California’s water supply due to salt water intrusion. 
Increased storm intensity and frequency could affect the ability of flood-control facilities, 
including levees, to handle storm events. 
 

Agriculture.  California has a $30 billion agricultural industry that produces half of the 
country’s fruits and vegetables.  Higher CO2 levels can stimulate plant production and increase 
plant water-use efficiency.  However, if temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, water 
demand could increase; crop-yield could be threatened by a less reliable water supply; and 
greater air pollution could render plants more susceptible to pest and disease outbreaks.  In 
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addition, temperature increases could change the time of year certain crops, such as wine 
grapes, bloom or ripen, and thereby affect their quality (CCCC, 2006). 
 

Ecosystems and Wildlife.  Climate change and the potential resulting changes in 
weather patterns could have ecological effects on a global and local scale.  Increasing 
concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the rate of climate change.  Scientists project that 
the average global surface temperature could rise by 1.0-4.5°F (0.6-2.5°C) in the next 50 years, 
and 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in the next century, with substantial regional variation.  Soil moisture is 
likely to decline in many regions, and intense rainstorms are likely to become more frequent. 
Sea level could rise as much as two feet along most of the U.S. coast.  Rising temperatures could 
have four major impacts on plants and animals: (1) timing of ecological events; (2) geographic 
range; (3) species’ composition within communities; and (4) ecosystem processes, such as 
carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan, 2004; Parmesan, C. and H. Galbraith, 2004) 
 
While the above-mentioned potential impacts identify the possible effects of climate change at a 
global and potentially statewide level, in general scientific modeling tools are currently unable 
to predict what impacts would occur locally. 
 

Regulatory Setting 

International and Federal Regulations.  The United States is, and has been, a 
participant in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) since 
it was produced by the United Nations in 1992.  The objective of the treaty is “stabilization of 
GHG concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic 
interference with the climate system.”  This is generally understood to be achieved by 
stabilizing global GHG concentrations between 350 and 400 ppm, in order to limit the global 
average temperature increases between 2 and 2.4°C above pre-industrial levels (IPCC 2007).  
The UNFCC itself does not set limits on GHG emissions for individual countries or enforcement 
mechanisms.  Instead, the treaty provides for updates, called “protocols,” that would identify 
mandatory emissions limits. 
 
Five years later, the UNFCC brought nations together again to draft the Kyoto Protocol (1997). 
The Protocol established commitments for industrialized nations to reduce their collective 
emissions of six GHGs (CO2, CH4, N2O, SF6, HFCs, and PFCs) to 5.2% below 1990 levels by 2012. 
The United States is a signatory of the Protocol, but Congress has not ratified it and the United 
States has not bound itself to the Protocol’s commitments (UNFCCC, 2007). 
 
The United States is currently using a voluntary and incentive-based approach toward 
emissions reductions in lieu of the Kyoto Protocol’s mandatory framework.  The Climate 
Change Technology Program (CCTP) is a multi-agency research and development coordination 
effort (led by the Secretaries of Energy and Commerce) that is charged with carrying out the 
President’s National Climate Change Technology Initiative (USEPA, December 2007).  
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However, the voluntary approach to address climate change and GHG emissions may be 
changing.  The U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. 
([2007] 549 U.S. 05-1120) held that the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
has the authority to regulate motor-vehicle GHG emissions under the federal Clean Air Act. 
 

California Regulations.  Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), referred to as “Pavley,” 
requires ARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.”  On June 30, 2009, EPA granted the 
waiver of Clean Air Act preemption to California for its GHG emission standards for motor 
vehicles beginning with the 2009 model year.  Pavley I took effect for model years starting in 
2009 to 2016 and Pavley II, which is now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) III GHG” 
will cover 2017 to 2025.  Fleet average emission standards would reach 22 per cent reduction by 
2012 and 30 per cent by 2016. 
 
In 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-05, establishing statewide GHG 
emissions reduction targets. Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 provides that by 2010, emissions shall be 
reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions 
shall be reduced to 80% of 1990 levels (CalEPA, 2006).  In response to EO S-3-05, CalEPA created 
the Climate Action Team (CAT), which in March 2006 published the Climate Action Team 
Report (the “2006 CAT Report”) (CalEPA, 2006).  The 2006 CAT Report identified a 
recommended list of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce GHG emissions.  These are 
strategies that could be implemented by various state agencies to ensure that the emission 
reduction targets in EO S-3-05 are met and can be met with existing authority of the state 
agencies.  The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty truck emissions, the 
reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping technology/infrastructure, 
increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill methane capture, etc. 
 
California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 
32), the “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006.  AB 32 
codifies the Statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (essentially a 15% 
reduction below 2005 emission levels; the same requirement as under S-3-05), and requires ARB to 
prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 
2020 deadline.  In addition, AB 32 requires ARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and 
verification of statewide GHG emissions. 
 
After completing a comprehensive review and update process, the ARB approved a 1990 
statewide GHG level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT CO2E.  The Scoping Plan was approved by ARB 
on December 11, 2008, and includes measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies 
related to energy efficiency, water use, and recycling and solid waste, among other measures. 
The Scoping Plan includes a range of GHG reduction actions that may include direct 
regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, 
voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms. 
 
Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted on January 18, 2007.  The order mandates establishment of a 
Low Carbon Fuel Standard (“LCFS”) for transportation fuels for California to reduce the carbon 
intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10% by 2020. 
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Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental 
issue that requires analysis in CEQA documents.  In March 2010, the California Resources Agency 
(Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible 
mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions.  The adopted guidelines give 
lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and 
mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts. 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the State’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by 
directing ARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from vehicles 
for 2020 and 2035.  SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPO) to prepare a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that contains a 
growth strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP).  On September 23, 2010 ARB adopted final regional targets for reducing GHG emissions 
from 2005 levels by 2020 and 2035.  San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) targets 
include a 7% reduction from 2005 levels by 2020 and a 13% reduction from 2005 levels by 2035. 
 
ARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 metric tons of GHG emissions as the threshold for 
identifying the largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the 
annual reporting of emissions.  This threshold is just over 0.005% of California’s total inventory 
of GHG emissions for 2004. 
 
In April 2011, Governor Brown signed SB 2X, requiring California to generate 33% of its 
electricity from renewable energy by 2020. 
 
For more information on the Senate and Assembly bills, Executive Orders, and reports 
discussed above, and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the 
following websites:  www.climatechange.ca.gov and http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm. 
 

Local Regulations and CEQA Requirements.  Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the 
Resources Agency has adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible 
mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. Instead, they give lead agencies 
the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of 
GHGs and climate change impacts.  To date, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD), the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), and the San Joaquin 
Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) have adopted quantitative significance thresholds for 
GHGs.  In August 2010, the City of San Diego released the Memorandum Addressing Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to CEQA, which provides guidance for selecting GHG 
emissions thresholds based on the CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change white paper (January 
2008) and AB 32. 
 

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
The information provided in this section is based on recently established California goals for 
reducing GHG emissions, as well as a project-specific emissions inventory developed for on site 
development.  According to the State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G), impacts associated with 
GHG emissions could be significant if the project would:  
 

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm
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1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

2) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

 
The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to create a 
project-specific impact through a direct influence to climate change; therefore, the issue of 
climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an 
impact is cumulatively considerable. “ Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental 
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15355). 
 
Based on the City of San Diego’s Memorandum Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects 
Subject to CEQA (August 2010), a 900 metric ton screening threshold for determining when a 
GHG analysis is required was chosen.  The 900 metric ton screening threshold is based on 
available guidance from the CAPCOA white paper.  If GHG emissions associated with a 
proposed project exceed the 900 metric ton screening threshold, the project would have a 
significant impact related to climate change unless the project reduces emissions by at least 
28.3% from the CARB 2020 “business-as-usual” forecast model, which represents the GHG 
emissions that would be expected to occur without any GHG project reducing features or 
mitigation, consistent with AB 32. 
 

Methodology 

Calculations of CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are provided to identify the magnitude of 
potential project effects.  The analysis focuses on CO2, CH4, and N2O because these make up 
98.9% of all GHG emissions by volume (IPCC, 2007) and are the GHG emissions that the project 
would emit in the largest quantities.  Fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, were also 
considered for the analysis.  However, because the project includes residential, office, retail, and 
parking development, the quantity of fluorinated gases would not be significant since fluorinated 
gases are primarily associated with industrial processes.  Emissions of all GHGs are converted 
into their equivalent weight in CO2 (CO2E).  Minimal amounts of other main GHGs (such as 
chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs]) would be emitted, and these other GHG emissions would not 
substantially add to the calculated CO2E amounts.  Calculations are based on the methodologies 
discussed in the CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change white paper (January 2008) and include the 
use of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol (January 
2009). 
 
In order to compare the proposed project with a “business-as-usual” approach to development, 
two different scenarios were modeled.  The first scenario – the business-as-usual approach – 
analyzes the GHG emissions that would be associated with development at the project site if the 
proposed project did not contain any of the design features, or comply with existing state 
mandates (see below) that are intended to reduce GHG emissions.  As required by state law, the 
business-as-usual scenario would be built according to current Title 24 Energy Standards, but 
would not exceed those standards like the proposed project.  In addition, the business-as-usual 
scenario takes into account the state’s current Pavley (Clean Car Standards) and Low Carbon Fuel 
Standards, which are built into the emissions model calculation.  
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The second scenario calculates the reduction of GHG emissions compared to the business-as-usual 
scenario by quantifying the proposed project’s amenities and design features, along with state 
measures that are intended to reduce GHG emissions (i.e., Renewable Portfolio Standard 
requirements, increasing electricity energy efficiency standards, and aerodynamic efficiency and 
vehicle hybridization for medium/heavy duty vehicles).  As described above in the Project 
Description, specific amenities and design features that would be required as part of the project’s 
permit conditions would include being designed and developed to achieve a LEED Silver 
Certification, being located in downtown San Diego adjacent to existing transit service, 
implementing a variety of voluntary transportation demand measures (TDM), including a 365.1 
kW roof-top photovoltaic system on the proposed parking structure, exceeding Title 24 
requirements by approximately 15%, providing Energy Star appliances in the proposed 
residential units, providing low-flow toilets, and providing irrigation control devices for 
landscaped areas.  These features would be required as part of the project’s permit conditions. 
 

Construction Emissions.  Although construction activity is addressed in this analysis, 
CAPCOA does not discuss whether any of the suggested threshold approaches (as discussed 
below in GHG Cumulative Significance) adequately address impacts from temporary construction 
activity.  As stated in the CEQA and Climate Change white paper, “more study is needed to make 
this assessment or to develop separate thresholds for construction activity” (CAPCOA, 2008).  
Nevertheless, the City of San Diego has recommended amortizing construction-related emissions 
over a 30-year period in conjunction with the operational emissions associated with project.  
 
Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily due 
to the operation of construction equipment and truck trips.  Excavation at the project site would 
require approximately 37,037 cubic yards of soil to be exported from the site during Phase 1 and 
another 37,037 cubic yards of soil to be exported from the site during Phases 2a and 2b.  For this 
analysis, it was assumed that construction of Phase 1 would commence in 2013 and would be 
completed in January of 2014 (approximately 123 work days), and construction of Phases 2a and 
2b would be completed during 2016 (approximately 113 work days).  Emissions associated with 
the construction period were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) computer model, based on the projected maximum amount of equipment that 
would be used on site at one time.  Complete CalEEMod results and assumptions can be viewed 
in the Appendix.   
 

Indirect Emissions from Project Operation.  Operational emissions associated with 
electricity and natural gas use at the proposed project were estimated using the CalEEMod model 
(see Appendix for calculations).  The default values on which the CalEEMod model are based 
include the California Energy Commission (CEC) sponsored California Commercial End Use 
Survey (CEUS) and Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS) studies.  The CalEEMod 
model provides operational emissions of CO2, N2O and CH4.  This methodology is considered 
reasonable and reliable for use, as it has been subjected to peer review by public and private 
stakeholders, and in particular by the California Energy Commission. 
 
Emissions from waste generation were also calculated in the CalEEMod model and are based on 
the IPCC’s methods for quantifying GHG emissions from solid waste using the degradable organic 
content of waste (CalEEMod User Guide, 2011).  Waste disposal rates by land use and overall 
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composition of municipal solid waste in California was primarily based on data provided by the 
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 
 
Emissions from water and wastewater usage calculated in the CalEEMod model were based on the 
default electricity intensity is from the CEC’s 2006 Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use 
in California using the average values for Northern and Southern California.   
 

Direct Emissions from Mobile Combustion.  Emissions of CO2 and CH4 from 
transportation sources were quantified using the CalEEMod computer model.  Because the 
CalEEMod model does not calculate N2O emissions from mobile sources, N2O emissions were 
quantified using the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol 
(January 2009) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion (see Appendix for calculations).  
Total daily trips for the project were based on the Fehr & Peers Trip Generation Assessment 
Memorandum, and were originally derived using the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual 
(2003), Centre City cumulative trip generation rates.  Emission rates for N2O were based on the 
vehicle mix output generated by CalEEMod and the emission factors found in the California 
Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol.  
 
One of the limitations to a quantitative analysis is that emission models, such as CalEEMod, 
evaluate aggregate emissions and do not demonstrate, with respect to a global impact, what 
proportion of these emissions are “new” emissions, specifically attributable to the proposed 
project.  For most projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles and the 
total vehicle miles traveled (VMT), but the quantity of these emissions appropriately characterized 
as “new” is uncertain.  Traffic associated with a project may be relocated trips from other locales, 
and consequently, may result in either higher or lower net VMT.  For the proposed project 
analyzed in this report, it is likely that some of the GHG emissions associated with traffic and 
energy demand would be truly “new” emissions.  However, it is also likely that some of the 
emissions represent diversion of emissions from other locations.  Thus, although GHG emissions 
are associated with the project, it is not possible to discern how much diversion is occurring or 
what fraction of those emissions represents global increases.  In the absence of information 
regarding the different types of trips, the VMT estimate generated by CalEEMod is used as a 
reasonable worst-case estimate.   
 

Estimate of GHG Emissions 
 

Construction Emissions.  Construction activity is assumed to occur over a period of 
approximately 123 work days for Phase 1 of the project.  Construction activity is assumed to 
occur over a period of approximately 113 work days for Phases 2a and 2b of the project.  Based 
on the CalEEMod model results, construction activity for the project would generate an 
estimated 401.51 metric tons of CO2E during Phase 1 and 344.32 metric tons of CO2E during 
Phases 2a and 2b (as shown in Table 1).  Amortized over a 30-year period (the assumed life of 
the project), construction of the proposed project would generate an estimated 25 metric tons of 
CO2E per year. 
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Table 1 
Estimated Construction Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 

Emissions Source Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2E) 

Phase 1 construction emissions 401.51 metric tons 

Phases 2a and 2b construction emissions 344.32 metric tons 

Total construction emissions 746 metric tons 

Amortized over 30 Years 25 metric tons 

See Appendix for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 

 
Operational Indirect and Stationary Direct Emissions.   

 
Energy Use.  For the business-as-usual scenario, operation of on site development would 

consume both electricity and natural gas (see Appendix for calculations).  The generation of 
electricity through combustion of fossil fuels typically yields CO2, and to a smaller extent, N2O 
and CH4.  As discussed above, annual electricity and natural gas emissions can be calculated 
using default values from the CEC sponsored CEUS and RASS studies which are built into the 
CalEEMod model.  Additional project design features, such as the proposed 365.1 kW roof-top 
photovoltaic system, exceeding Title 24 requirements by approximately 15%, and providing 
Energy Star appliances in the proposed residential units, were included in the CalEEMod model 
in order to quantify the project’s energy saving features.  These design features would reduce 
the project’s GHG emissions below the business-as-usual scenario, and are analyzed further in 
the GHG Cumulative Significance discussion. 
 
As shown in Table 2, electricity consumption associated with the business-as-usual scenario 
would generate approximately 302 metric tons of CO2E per year.  Natural gas use would 
generate approximately 102 metric tons CO2E per year.  Other stationary direct sources (area 
sources, which include hearths, consumer products, area architectural coatings, and 
landscaping equipment) would generate approximately 2 metric tons of CO2E per year.  Thus, 
overall energy use at the project site under the business-as-usual scenario would generate 
approximately 406 metric tons of CO2E per year. 
 

Table 2 
Estimated Annual Energy-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

Business-as-Usual Scenario 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions  

(CO2E) 

Electricity Use 302.31 metric tons 

Natural Gas 102.08 metric tons 

Area Source Emissions 2.05 metric tons 

Total 406 metric tons 

See Appendix for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 
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Solid Waste.  For the business-as-usual scenario, it is anticipated that the project would 
generate approximately 95.35 metric tons of solid waste per year according to the CalEEMod 
output, which uses current waste disposal rates provided by CalRecycle.  As shown in Table 3, 
based on this estimate, the business-as-usual scenario would generate approximately 40 metric 
tons of CO2E per year. 
 

Table 3 
Estimated Annual Solid Waste Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

Business-as-Usual Scenario 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions 

(CO2E) 

Solid Waste  40 metric tons 

Source: See Appendix for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 

 
Water Use.  Based on the CalEEMod model estimate, on site development under 

business-as-usual conditions would use approximately 18.9 million gallons of water per year.  
Additional project design features, such as low-flow toilets and irrigation control devices for 
landscaped areas were included in the CalEEMod model in order to quantify the project’s 
energy saving features.  These design features would reduce the project’s GHG emissions below 
the business-as-usual scenario, and are analyzed further in the GHG Cumulative Significance 
discussion.  Inclusion of these design features would reduce the project’s water use to 
approximately 17.7 million gallons of water per year.  Based on the amount of electricity 
generated in order to supply this amount of water, as shown in Table 4, the business-as-usual 
scenario would generate approximately 93 metric tons of CO2E per year. 
 

Table 4 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Water Use: 

Business-as-Usual Scenario 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions 

(CO2E) 

Water Use  93 metric tons 

Source:
  
See Appendix for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 

 
Transportation.  For the business-as-usual scenario, mobile source GHG emissions were 

estimated using total daily trips based on the Fehr & Peers Trip Generation Assessment 
Memorandum, which were derived using the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual (2003), 
Centre City cumulative trip generation rates, and by the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
estimated in CalEEMod.  Based on the CalEEMod model estimate, on site development under 
business-as-usual conditions would generate an estimated 4,876,468 annual VMT. 
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Additional project design features, such as the project’s location in downtown San Diego and 
the site’s proximity to existing transit (both light rail and bus service), increasing the density on 
site (urban infill), and implementing a variety of voluntary transportation demand measures 
(TDM), were included in the CalEEMod model in order to quantify the project’s vehicle trip 
reducing (and therefore VMT reducing) features.  These project-specific features would reduce 
the project’s GHG emissions below the business-as-usual scenario, and are analyzed further in 
the GHG Cumulative Significance discussion.  Inclusion of these features would reduce the 
annual VMT generated by the project to an estimated 3,264,341 VMT. 
 
Table 5 shows the estimated mobile emissions of GHGs for the business-as-usual scenario based 
on the estimated annual VMT.  As noted above, the CalEEMod model does not calculate N2O 
emissions related to mobile sources.  As such, N2O emissions were calculated based on the 
estimated VMT for the business-as-usual scenario using calculation methods provided by the 
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (January 2009).  As shown in 
Table 5 below, mobile sources would generate an estimated 2,292 metric tons CO2E per year 
under the business as usual scenario.   
 

Table 5 
Estimated Annual Mobile Emissions of Greenhouse Gases: 

Business-as-Usual Scenario 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions 

(CO2E) 

Mobile Emissions (CO2 & CH4) 1 2,193.16 metric tons 

Mobile Emissions (N2O) 2 98.65 metric tons 

Total 2,292 metric tons 

Source: 
1 
See Appendix for calculations in CalEEMod Model output. 

2 
See Appendix for calculations according to California Climate Action Registry General 

Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 
2009, page 30-35. 

 
Combined Construction, Stationary and Mobile Source Emissions.  Table 6 combines the 

construction, operational (energy use, solid waste, and water use emissions), and mobile GHG 
emissions associated with on site development for the business-as-usual scenario.  Emissions 
associated with construction activity (approximately 746 metric tons CO2E) are amortized over 
30 years (the anticipated life of the project).  
 
For the business-as-usual scenario, the combined annual emissions would total 2,856 metric 
tons CO2E per year.  This emissions estimate indicates that the majority of the project’s GHG 
emissions are associated with vehicular travel (80%).  However, as noted above, mobile 
emissions are in part a redirection of existing travel to other locations, and so are already a part 
of the total California GHG emissions. 
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Table 6 
Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases: 

Business-as-Usual Scenario 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions 

(CO2E) 

Construction 25 metric tons 

Operational 

Energy 
Solid Waste 

Water 

 
406 metric tons 
40 metric tons 
93 metric tons 

Mobile  

CO2 & CH4 
N2O 

 
2,193 metric tons 

99 metric tons 

Total 2,856 metric tons 

Sources:  See Appendix for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 

 
GHG Cumulative Significance.  As discussed above, based on the City of San Diego’s 

Memorandum Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to CEQA (August 2010), if 
a proposed project’s GHG emissions exceed the 900 metric ton screening threshold, the project 
would have a significant impact unless it could show a 28.3% reduction to the CARB 2020 
“business-as-usual” forecast model, which represents the GHG emissions that would be 
expected to occur without any GHG project reducing features or mitigation, consistent with AB 
32.  In the absence of specific federal, state or local thresholds, if a project reduces emissions by 
more than approximately 28.3% (the statewide average that is commonly acceptable), impacts 
are not considered cumulatively considerable.  As shown in Table 6, the business-as-usual 
scenario’s contribution of GHG emissions would be approximately 2,856 metric tons CO2E per 
year, which exceeds the 900 metric ton screening threshold.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would be required to show a minimum 28.3% reduction in GHG emissions, which is equivalent 
to 808 metric tons CO2E per year. 
 
For the proposed project, GHG emissions would be reduced in comparison to the business-as-
usual scenario as a result of project-specific design features which would be required as part of 
the project’s permit conditions along with state GHG reduction measures.  Table 7 lists existing 
State measures for GHG emissions reductions and quantifies the total reduction in metric tons 
of CO2E per year that the proposed project would have in comparison to the business-as-usual 
scenario.  As shown in Table 7, implementation of State measures would reduce GHG emissions 
by approximately 92 tons CO2E per year. 
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Table 7 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions from Existing State Measures 

Measure Sector 

% Reduction from 
Business-As-Usual 

Scenario (Sector 
Specific)¹ 

Total CO2E 
from Business-

As-Usual 
Scenario 
Sector² 

Total CO2E 
Reduced 

Renewable Portfolio 
Standard 

Energy Use 
(Electricity) 14.06% 302.31 42.50 

Electricity Energy Efficiency 
(AB 32)  

Energy Use 
(Electricity) 11.67% 302.31 35.28 

Medium/Heavy Duty 
Vehicles (Aerodynamic 
Efficiency and Vehicle 
Hybridization) 

Transportation 0.62% 2,291.81 14.21 

Total Reduction 91.99 

¹ Percent reduction from business as usual calculated based on the ARB Scoping Plan reductions for sector-specific 
activity.  ARB Scoping Plan, December 2008. 

² Emissions from individual sectors as listed in Table 6: Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases: Business As 
Usual Scenario. 

 
In addition to the State GHG reduction measures, the project would include a number of design 
features that would further reduce GHG emissions.  These features would be included as a part of 
the project’s permit conditions in order to ensure that GHG reductions occur during the 
operational phase of the project.  These features include being designed and developed to 
achieve a LEED Silver Certification, being located in downtown San Diego adjacent to existing 
transit service, implementing a variety of voluntary transportation demand measures (TDM), 
including a 365.1 kW roof-top photovoltaic system on the proposed parking structure, 
exceeding Title 24 requirements by approximately 15%, providing Energy Star appliances in the 
proposed residential units, providing low-flow toilets, and providing irrigation control devices 
for landscaped areas.  The GHG reductions from these features were calculated using 
CalEEMod and are shown in Table 8. 
 

Table 8 
Reduction in Greenhouse Gases from Project Features 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions Reduced 

(CO2E) 

Operational 

Energy  
Water 

 
257.73 metric tons 
6.00 metric tons 

Mobile 

CO2 & CH4 
N2O 

 
701.58 metric tons 
32.62 metric tons 

Total Reduction 998 metric tons 

Sources:  See Appendix for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 
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As shown in Table 9, the proposed project’s design features (Table 8) combined with the State’s 
reduction measures (Table 7) would have a total reduction of approximately 1,090 CO2E per 
year or approximately 38.17%.  As such, GHG emissions would be reduced by more than 28.3% 
from the business-as-usual scenario and impacts related to GHGs would not be significant. 
 

Table 9 
Total Reduction of Greenhouse Gases 

Emission Source 
Annual Emissions 

(CO2E) 

Business-As-Usual Total GHG  2,856 metric tons  

Reductions from State Measures 92 metric tons 

Reductions from Project Design Features 998 metric tons 

Total Reductions 1,090 metric tons 

Project Total with Emission Reductions 1,766 metric tons 

% Reduction from Business-As-Usual 38.17% 

Sources:  See Appendix for calculations. 

 
This analysis also includes a qualitative assessment of the proposed project using the City San 
Diego General Plan’s Climate Change and Sustainable Policies (2008).  The proposed project would 
incorporate a number of design features intended to reduce GHGs and that would be included as 
project permit conditions to ensure that they are implemented during the operational phase of the 
project.  The project’s consistency with Climate Change and Sustainable Policies are discussed in 
Table 10.  Table 10 illustrates that the proposed project would be consistent with the Climate 
Change and Sustainable Policies contained in the General Plan. 
 

Table 10 
Project Consistency with Relevant 

San Diego General Plan Climate Change and Sustainable Policies 

Policy Project Consistency 

Conservation Element 

CE-A.2.  Reduce the City’s carbon footprint. Develop and 
adopt new or amended regulations, programs, and incentives 
as appropriate to implement the goals and policies set forth 
in the General Plan to: 
 
• Create sustainable and efficient land use patterns to 

reduce vehicular trips and preserve open space; 
• Reduce fuel emission levels by encouraging alternative 

modes of transportation and increasing fuel efficiency; 
• Improve energy efficiency, especially in the transportation 

sector and buildings and appliances; 
• Reduce the Urban Heat Island effect through sustainable 

design and building practices, as well as planting trees 
(consistent with habitat and water conservation policies) 
for their many environmental benefits, including natural 

Consistent 

 
The proposed project would introduce a mixed-use (retail, 
office, and residential) development in downtown San Diego 
on a site that is surrounded by urban development.  The 
project would be an urban infill development project and 
would provide employment opportunities at the project site.  
The project site is located along existing transit corridors.  
Residents and employees at the project site would have 
adequate access to and from the site via public 
transportation as the Kettner Street and Cedar Street 
Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) stop and the County 
Center/Little Italy light rail station are adjacent to the project 
site. 
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Table 10 
Project Consistency with Relevant 

San Diego General Plan Climate Change and Sustainable Policies 

Policy Project Consistency 

carbon sequestration; 
• Reduce waste by improving management and recycling 

programs. 

In addition, the project site is adjacent to existing retail 
serving development and the project site is served by 
adequate pedestrian sidewalks and bike routes reducing 
overall vehicle travel.  The project would also include 
transportation demand measures (TDM), including 
information, facilities, and on-site amenities for carpools, 
vanpools, bicyclists, transit riders, and pedestrians. 
 
The project would be required to adhere to current Title 24 
standards, and would reduce energy use by at least 15% 
beyond these standards.  The project would further reduce 
energy use with the implementation of energy efficient 
appliances.  At a minimum, the project would be designed 
and developed to achieve a LEED Silver Certification.  This 
would ensure that the project incorporates sustainable or 
“green” building techniques for the construction and 
operation of the project, as well as include landscaping 
(consistent with water use reduction policies) that would 
reduce the Urban Heat Island effect.  In addition, as required 
by the City’s Municipal Code (Section 147.0301) the 
proposed project would be equipped with low-water use 
plumbing fixtures, further reducing water use at the project 
site. 

CE-A.5.  Employ sustainable or “green” building techniques for 
the construction and operation of buildings. 
 
a.   Develop and implement sustainable building standards for 

new and significant remodels of residential and commercial 
buildings to maximize energy efficiency, and to achieve 
overall net zero energy consumption by 2020 for new 
residential buildings and 2030 for new commercial 
buildings. This can be accomplished through factors 
including, but not limited to: 
 
o Designing mechanical and electrical systems that 

achieve greater energy efficiency with currently 
available technology; 

o Minimizing energy use through innovative site design 
and building orientation that addresses factors such 
as sun-shade patterns, prevailing winds, landscape, 
and sun-screens; 

o Employing self-generation of energy using renewable 
technologies; 

o Combining energy efficient measures that have longer 
payback periods with measures that have shorter 
payback periods; 

o Reducing levels of non-essential lighting, heating and 
cooling; and 

o Using energy efficient appliances and lighting. 
 

b.   Provide technical services for “green” buildings in 
partnership with other agencies and organizations. 

Consistent 

 
The project would be required to adhere to current Title 24 
standards, and would reduce energy use by at least 15% 
beyond these standards.  The project would further reduce 
energy use with the implementation of energy efficient 
appliances.  At a minimum, the project would be designed 
and developed to achieve a LEED Silver Certification.  This 
would ensure that the project incorporates sustainable or 
“green” building techniques for construction and operation. 
 
The proposed parking structure also includes a 365.1 kW 
roof-top photovoltaic system that would offset energy use of 
on site development. 

CE-A.9.  Reuse building materials, use materials that have 
recycled content, or use materials that are derived from 
sustainable or rapidly renewable sources to the extent 
possible, through factors including: 
 
• Scheduling time for deconstruction and recycling activities 

to take place during project demolition and construction 

Consistent 

 
At a minimum, the project would be designed and developed 
to achieve a LEED Silver Certification.  This would ensure 
that sustainable or “green” building techniques for the 
construction and operation of the project are employed. 
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Table 10 
Project Consistency with Relevant 

San Diego General Plan Climate Change and Sustainable Policies 

Policy Project Consistency 

phases; 
• Using life cycle costing in decision-making for materials 

and construction techniques. Life cycle costing analyzes 
the costs and benefits over the life of a particular product, 
technology, or system; 

• Removing code obstacles to using recycled materials in 
buildings and for construction; and 

• Implementing effective economic incentives to recycle 
construction and demolition debris.  

San Diego’s solid waste diversion rate was 55% in 2006.  
The applicant would implement a construction waste 
management plan, as required under CalGreen, which 
would be designed to divert at least 50% of solid waste 
thereby reducing waste by improving management and 
recycling programs.  The project would also be in 
compliance with AB 939, diverting at least 50% of its solid 
waste after the recyclable content is diverted, and would be 
subject to all applicable State and City requirements for solid 
waste reduction as they change in the future. 

CE-A.11.  Implement sustainable landscape design and 
maintenance. 
 
a.   Use integrated pest management techniques, where 

feasible, to delay, reduce, or eliminate dependence on the 
use of pesticides, herbicides, and synthetic fertilizers. 

b.   Encourage composting efforts through education, 
incentives, and other activities. 

c.   Decrease the amount of impervious surfaces in 
developments, especially where public places, plazas and 
amenities are proposed to serve as recreation 
opportunities. 

d.   Strategically plant deciduous shade trees, evergreen trees, 
and drought tolerant native vegetation, as appropriate, to 
contribute to sustainable development goals. 

e.   Reduce use of lawn types that require high levels of 
irrigation. 

f.    Strive to incorporate existing mature trees and native 
vegetation into site designs. 

g.   Minimize the use of landscape equipment powered by 
fossil fuels. 

h.   Implement water conservation measures in site/building 
design and landscaping. 

i.    Encourage the use of high efficiency irrigation technology, 
and recycled site water to reduce the use of potable water 
for irrigation. Use recycled water to meet the needs of 
development projects to the maximum extent feasible.  

Consistent 

 
The project would incorporate drought tolerant landscaping 
that would be designed to require minimal irrigation and 
would include irrigation control devices for landscaped 
areas.  In addition, as required by the City’s Municipal Code 
(Section 147.0301) the proposed project would be equipped 
with low-water use plumbing fixtures, further reducing water 
use at the project site.  

CE-A.12.  Reduce the San Diego Urban Heat Island, through 
actions such as: 
 
• Using cool roofing materials, such as reflective, low heat 

retention tiles, membranes and coatings, or vegetated 
eco-roofs to reduce heat build-up; 

• Planting trees and other vegetation, to provide shade and 
cool air temperatures. In particular, properly position trees 
to shade buildings, air conditioning units, and parking lots; 
and 

• Reducing heat buildup in parking lots through increased 
shading or use of cool paving materials as feasible. 

Consistent 

 
At a minimum, the project would be designed and developed 
to achieve a LEED Silver Certification.  This would ensure 
that the project incorporates sustainable or “green” building 
techniques for the construction and operation of the project, 
as well as include landscaping (consistent with water use 
reduction policies) that would reduce the Urban Heat Island 
effect. 

CE-F.2.  Continue to upgrade energy conservation in City 
buildings and support community outreach efforts to achieve 
similar goals in the community. 

Consistent 

 
As described above, the project would be required to adhere 
to current Title 24 standards, and would reduce energy use 
by at least 15% beyond these standards.  At a minimum, the 
project would be designed and developed to achieve a 
LEED Silver Certification.  The project would further reduce 
energy use with the implementation of energy efficient 
appliances. 
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Table 10 
Project Consistency with Relevant 

San Diego General Plan Climate Change and Sustainable Policies 

Policy Project Consistency 

CE-F.4.  Preserve and plant trees, and vegetation that are 
consistent with habitat and water conservation policies and that 
absorb carbon dioxide and pollutants. 

Consistent 

 
As described above, the project would incorporate drought 
tolerant landscaping that would be designed to require 
minimal irrigation, include irrigation control devices for 
landscaped areas, and enhance natural carbon 
sequestration.  In addition, as required by the City’s 
Municipal Code (Section 147.0301) the proposed project 
would be equipped with low-water use plumbing fixtures, 
further reducing water use at the project site.  

CE-F.6.  Encourage and provide incentives for the use of 
alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle use, including using 
public transit, carpooling, vanpooling, teleworking, bicycling, 
and walking. Continue to implement programs to provide City 
employees with incentives for the use of alternatives to single-
occupancy vehicles. 

Consistent 

 
The proposed project would introduce a mixed-use (retail, 
office, and residential) development in downtown San Diego 
on a site that is surrounded by urban development.  The 
project would be an urban infill development project and 
would provide employment opportunities at the project site.  
The project site is located along existing transit corridors.  
Residents and employees at the project site would have 
adequate access to and from the site via public 
transportation as the Kettner Street and Cedar Street 
Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) stop and the County 
Center/Little Italy light rail station are adjacent to the project 
site. 
 
In addition, the project site is adjacent to existing retail 
serving development and the project site is served by 
adequate pedestrian sidewalks and bike routes reducing 
overall vehicle travel.  The project would also include 
transportation demand measures (TDM), including 
information, facilities, and on-site amenities for carpools, 
vanpools, bicyclists, transit riders, and pedestrians. 

CE-I.7.  Pursue investments in energy efficiency and direct 
sustained efforts towards eliminating inefficient energy use. 

Consistent 

 
As described above, the project would be required to adhere 
to current Title 24 standards, and would reduce energy use 
by at least 15% beyond these standards.  At a minimum, the 
project would be designed and developed to achieve a 
LEED Silver Certification.  The project would further reduce 
energy use with the implementation of energy efficient 
appliances. 

CE-J.1.  Develop, nurture, and protect a sustainable  
urban/community forest. 
 
a.   Seek resources and take actions needed to plant, care for, 

and protect trees in the public right-of-way and parks and 
those of significant importance in our communities. 

b.   Plant large canopy shade trees, where appropriate and 
with consideration of habitat and water conservation goals, 
in order to maximize environmental benefits. 

c.   Seek to retain significant and mature trees. 
d.   Provide forest linkages to connect and enhance public 

parks, plazas, recreation and open space areas. 

Consistent 

 
As described above, the project would incorporate drought 
tolerant landscaping that would enhance natural carbon 
sequestration and provide shade on the street level. 

CE-J.4.  Continue to require the planting of trees through the 
development permit process. 
 
a.   Consider tree planting as mitigation for air pollution 

emissions, storm water runoff, and other environmental 

Consistent 

 
As described above, the project would incorporate drought 
tolerant landscaping that would enhance natural carbon 
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Table 10 
Project Consistency with Relevant 

San Diego General Plan Climate Change and Sustainable Policies 

Policy Project Consistency 

impacts as appropriate. sequestration and provide shade on the street level. 

Mobility Element 

ME-F.5.  Increase the number of bicycle-transit trips by 
coordinating with transit agencies to provide safe routes to 
transit stops and stations, to provide secure bicycle parking 
facilities, and to accommodate bicycles on transit vehicles. 

Consistent 

 
The proposed project would introduce a mixed-use (retail, 
office, and residential) development in downtown San Diego 
on a site that is surrounded by urban development.  The 
project would be an urban infill development project and 
would provide employment opportunities at the project site.  
The project site is located along existing transit corridors.  
Residents and employees at the project site would have 
adequate access to and from the site via public 
transportation as the Kettner Street and Cedar Street 
Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) stop and the County 
Center/Little Italy light rail station are adjacent to the project 
site. 
 
In addition, the project site is adjacent to existing retail 
serving development and the project site is served by 
adequate pedestrian sidewalks and bike routes reducing 
overall vehicle travel.  The project would also implement 
transportation demand measures (TDM), including 
information, facilities, and on-site amenities for carpools, 
vanpools, bicyclists, transit riders, and pedestrians. 

ME-E.6.  Require new development to have site designs and 
on-site amenities that support alternative modes of 
transportation. Emphasize pedestrian and bicycle-friendly 
design, accessibility to transit, and provision of amenities that 
are supportive and conducive to implementing TDM strategies 
such as car sharing vehicles and parking spaces, bike lockers, 
preferred rideshare parking, showers and lockers, on-site food 
service, and child care, where appropriate. 

Consistent 

 
The proposed project would introduce a mixed-use (retail, 
office, and residential) development in downtown San Diego 
on a site that is surrounded by urban development.  The 
project would be an urban infill development project and 
would provide employment opportunities at the project site.  
The project site is located along existing transit corridors.  
Residents and employees at the project site would have 
adequate access to and from the site via public 
transportation as the Kettner Street and Cedar Street 
Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) stop and the County 
Center/Little Italy light rail station are adjacent to the project 
site. 
 
In addition, the project site is adjacent to existing retail 
serving development and the project site is served by 
adequate pedestrian sidewalks and bike routes reducing 
overall vehicle travel.  The project would also include 
transportation demand measures (TDM), including 
information, facilities, and on-site amenities for carpools, 
vanpools, bicyclists, transit riders, and pedestrians. 

 
In addition to the above policies from the General Plan, the Office of Planning Research’s (OPR) 
CEQA Guidelines (Appendix F) include recommended mitigation strategies to reduce energy use.  
According to this document, mitigation measures may include: 
 

1. Potential measures to reduce wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy 
during construction, operation, maintenance and/or removal.  
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2. The potential of siting, orientation, and design to minimize energy consumption, including 
transportation energy, water conservation and solid-waste reduction. 

3. The potential for reducing peak energy demand. 

4. Alternative fuels (particularly renewable ones) or energy systems. 

5. Energy conservation which could result from recycling efforts. 
 
As discussed above, the proposed project would not require mitigation measures as it already 
incorporates a number of design features that reduce GHGs by 38.17%.  Although the proposed 
project would result in new retail, office, and residential space, it incorporates a number of 
measures (that would be required through permit conditions) that would reduce overall energy 
consumption, water use, and vehicle trip generation.  The proposed project would be sited in 
close proximity to existing jobs, retail, public transportation, and bicycle routes.  The proposed 
project would minimize energy consumption, including transportation energy and water use 
through the siting, orientation, and design of the project in downtown San Diego.  As such, the 
proposed project would promote land use alterations that limit air emissions and reduce 
wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary energy consumption.  In addition, the project would be 
required to be designed to  the requirements of Part 6, Title 24 of the California Building 
Standards Code – California Energy Code, and would reduce energy use by at least 15% beyond 
these standards.  San Diego’s solid waste diversion rate was 55% in 2006.  It is anticipated the 
proposed project would implement a recycling service during construction and operation of the 
project and would be in compliance with AB 939, diverting at least 50% of its solid waste after 
the recyclable content is diverted. 
 
The proposed Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project would result in a net increase 
of approximately 1,766 metric tons CO2E per year.  However, in comparison to the business-as-
usual scenario, which does not include any design features that reduce GHG emissions, the 
proposed project would reduce emissions by approximately 38.17% (a reduction of 
approximately 1,090 metric tons CO2E per year from the business-as-usual scenario).  The 
project also incorporates a number of design features intended to reduce overall GHG 
emissions.  These features would be required through permit conditions or other regulatory 
tools in order to ensure they are implemented following construction.  In addition, the project 
would be consistent with the Climate Change and Sustainable Policies in the City’s General Plan 
as discussed in Table 10, as well as with OPR strategies.  Therefore, the project would be 
consistent with applicable GHG reduction plans, policies and regulations including the 
objectives of AB 32, SB 97, and SB 375.  Impacts related to climate change would not be 
significant.  
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Appendix A 
CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Phase I Annual Emissions Report 
and Phase II Annual Emissions Report / N2O Mobile 
Emissions Greenhouse Gas Emission Worksheet 
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Construction Phase - Construction period moved up to first quarter 2014 based on feedback from BRG, Inc.

Land Use - Acreages for parking structure based on project site plans.



Default assumptions used for residential and parking structure square feet.

Project Characteristics - Phase I operational in first quarter 2014.

Vehicle Trips -

Grading - Soil export information (37,037 cubic yards in Phase I and 37,037 cubic yards in Phase II) provided by BRG, Inc.

Demolition - Gross square footage provided by BRG, Inc. Includes two existing structures: Star Builders:  7,044 GSF, Warehouse:   4,700 GSF

San Diego County, Annual

Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project

1.1 Land Usage

Parking Structure 640 Space

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

13

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.6

40

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

Date: 8/25/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Mobile Commute Mitigation -

Woodstoves -

Energy Use -

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2014 3.72 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 15.36 15.36 0.00 0.00 15.38

2013 0.31 2.59 1.91 0.00 0.02 0.12 0.14 0.01 0.12 0.14 0.00 385.71 385.71 0.02 0.00 386.13

Total 4.03 2.69 2.01 0.00 0.02 0.13 0.15 0.01 0.13 0.15 0.00 401.07 401.07 0.02 0.00 401.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2014 3.72 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 15.36 15.36 0.00 0.00 15.38

2013 0.31 2.59 1.91 0.00 0.16 0.12 0.28 0.01 0.12 0.14 0.00 385.71 385.71 0.02 0.00 386.13

Total 4.03 2.69 2.01 0.00 0.17 0.13 0.29 0.01 0.13 0.15 0.00 401.07 401.07 0.02 0.00 401.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational



5 of 27

2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2013

Off-Road 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.45

Hauling 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.98 1.98 0.00 0.00 1.98

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.43 2.43 0.00 0.00 2.43

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2013

Off-Road 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 6.69 6.69 0.00 0.00 6.71

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.45

Hauling 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.98 1.98 0.00 0.00 1.98

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.43 2.43 0.00 0.00 2.43

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02

Hauling 0.11 1.26 0.64 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.00 173.06 173.06 0.00 0.00 173.17

Total 0.11 1.26 0.64 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.00 173.08 173.08 0.00 0.00 173.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02

Hauling 0.11 1.26 0.64 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.00 173.06 173.06 0.00 0.00 173.17

Total 0.11 1.26 0.64 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.00 173.08 173.08 0.00 0.00 173.19

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.04 0.41 0.26 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 60.88 60.88 0.00 0.00 60.92

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 56.75 56.75 0.00 0.00 56.83

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.08 0.45 0.68 0.00 0.09 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 117.63 117.63 0.00 0.00 117.75

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 0.10 0.78 0.51 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 83.81 83.81 0.01 0.00 83.98

Total 0.10 0.78 0.51 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 83.81 83.81 0.01 0.00 83.98

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.04 0.41 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 60.88 60.88 0.00 0.00 60.92

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 56.75 56.75 0.00 0.00 56.83

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.08 0.45 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 117.63 117.63 0.00 0.00 117.75

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2013

Off-Road 0.10 0.78 0.51 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 83.81 83.81 0.01 0.00 83.98

Total 0.10 0.78 0.51 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 83.81 83.81 0.01 0.00 83.98

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.21 3.21 0.00 0.00 3.21

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.92 2.92 0.00 0.00 2.93

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.13 6.13 0.00 0.00 6.14

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

Off-Road 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.41 4.41 0.00 0.00 4.42

Total 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.41 4.41 0.00 0.00 4.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.21 3.21 0.00 0.00 3.21

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.92 2.92 0.00 0.00 2.93

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.13 6.13 0.00 0.00 6.14

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2014

Off-Road 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.41 4.41 0.00 0.00 4.42

Total 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.41 4.41 0.00 0.00 4.42

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2014

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

Total 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2014

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

Total 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2014

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Archit. Coating 3.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 3.70 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2014

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Archit. Coating 3.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 3.70 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail
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Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 1.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.2 Water by Land Use

Parking Structure 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Parking Structure 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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Land Use - Acreages for residential and parking structure based on project site plans.



Default assumptions used for residential and parking structure square feet.

Project Characteristics - Phase II operational in approximately 2016.

San Diego County, Annual

Cedar and Kettner Property Development Project

1.1 Land Usage

Apartments High Rise 163 Dwelling Unit

Regional Shopping Center 6.4 1000sqft

Regional Shopping Center 4.7 1000sqft

Parking Structure 160 Space

General Office Building 25.52 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

13

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.6

40

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

Date: 8/25/2011CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Mobile Land Use Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for increased density, destination accessibility (project site is located downtown), and transit 
accessibility (project site is adjacent to County Center/Little Italy light rail station).

Energy Use -

Area Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for natural gas hearth (assumes no wood stoves/fireplaces).

Mobile Commute Mitigation - Mitigation includes credit for voluntary trip reduction program, based on proposed transportation demand measures 
associated with Phase I parking structure.

Woodstoves - The proposed apartments would not include fireplaces or woodstoves.

Demolition -

Construction Phase -

Vehicle Trips - Trip generation estimates are from the Fehr & Peers Trip Generation Assessment Memorandum, and were originally derived using the City 
of San Diego Trip Generation Manual (2003), Centre City cumulative trip generation rates.

Grading - Soil export information provided by BRG, Inc.

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2015 0.88 1.97 1.54 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.11 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.00 343.99 343.99 0.02 0.00 344.32

Total 0.88 1.97 1.54 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.11 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.00 343.99 343.99 0.02 0.00 344.32

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2015 0.88 1.97 1.54 0.00 0.13 0.09 0.23 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.00 343.99 343.99 0.02 0.00 344.32

Total 0.88 1.97 1.54 0.00 0.13 0.09 0.23 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.00 343.99 343.99 0.02 0.00 344.32

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.78 0.00 17.78 1.05 0.00 39.85

Mobile 1.62 3.29 15.67 0.03 2.56 0.15 2.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 0.00 2,191.15 2,191.15 0.10 0.00 2,193.16

Area 0.31 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

Energy 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 402.22 402.22 0.01 0.01 404.39

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 82.51 82.51 0.36 0.01 93.11

Total 1.94 3.40 16.98 0.03 2.56 0.15 2.74 0.10 0.15 0.27 17.78 2,677.88 2,695.66 1.52 0.02 2,732.56

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.78 0.00 17.78 1.05 0.00 39.85

Mobile 1.27 2.44 11.79 0.02 1.72 0.11 1.82 0.07 0.11 0.17 0.00 1,490.14 1,490.14 0.07 0.00 1,491.58

Area 0.31 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

Energy 0.01 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 145.82 145.82 0.00 0.00 146.66

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 77.21 77.21 0.33 0.01 87.11

Total 1.59 2.54 13.10 0.02 1.72 0.11 1.84 0.07 0.11 0.19 17.78 1,715.17 1,732.95 1.45 0.01 1,767.25

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02

Hauling 0.09 1.07 0.54 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 173.87 173.87 0.00 0.00 173.96

Total 0.09 1.07 0.54 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 173.89 173.89 0.00 0.00 173.98

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2015

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02

Hauling 0.09 1.07 0.54 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 173.87 173.87 0.00 0.00 173.96

Total 0.09 1.07 0.54 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.00 173.89 173.89 0.00 0.00 173.98

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2015

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.09

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2015

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 1.34

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.01 0.14 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 23.49 23.49 0.00 0.00 23.50

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 51.60 51.60 0.00 0.00 51.66

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.17 0.42 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 75.09 75.09 0.00 0.00 75.16

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Off-Road 0.09 0.68 0.53 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 88.22 88.22 0.01 0.00 88.38

Total 0.09 0.68 0.53 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 88.22 88.22 0.01 0.00 88.38

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.01 0.14 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 23.49 23.49 0.00 0.00 23.50

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 51.60 51.60 0.00 0.00 51.66

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.17 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 75.09 75.09 0.00 0.00 75.16

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2015

Off-Road 0.09 0.68 0.53 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 88.22 88.22 0.01 0.00 88.38

Total 0.09 0.68 0.53 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.00 88.22 88.22 0.01 0.00 88.38

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site



12 of 28

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.38

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.38

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2015

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

Total 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2015

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

Total 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19 0.00 0.00 3.20

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.38

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.38

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Archit. Coating 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.64 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.51

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.51

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2015

Off-Road 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

Archit. Coating 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.64 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.64

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 1.62 3.29 15.67 0.03 2.56 0.15 2.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 0.00 2,191.15 2,191.15 0.10 0.00 2,193.16

Mitigated 1.27 2.44 11.79 0.02 1.72 0.11 1.82 0.07 0.11 0.17 0.00 1,490.14 1,490.14 0.07 0.00 1,491.58

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Regional Shopping Center 115.20 115.20 115.20 201,981 134,208

Parking Structure 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High Rise 652.00 652.00 652.00 1,861,658 1,262,078

General Office Building 1,114.97 1,114.97 1114.97 2,664,500 1,769,496

Regional Shopping Center 84.60 84.60 84.60 148,330 98,559

Total 1,966.77 1,966.77 1,966.77 4,876,468 3,264,341

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Increase Transit Accessibility

Implement Trip Reduction Program

Increase Density

Improve Destination Accessibility
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4.3 Trip Type Information

Regional Shopping Center 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.30 64.70 19.00

Parking Structure 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00

Regional Shopping Center 9.50 7.30 7.30 16.30 64.70 19.00

General Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00

Apartments High Rise 10.80 7.30 7.50 41.60 18.80 39.60

Miles Trip %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Install Energy Efficient Appliances

Kilowatt Hours of Renewable Electricity Generated

Exceed Title 24
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Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 56.63 56.63 0.00 0.00 56.92

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.01 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 89.19 89.19 0.00 0.00 89.73

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 300.76 300.76 0.01 0.00 302.31

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 101.46 101.46 0.00 0.00 102.08

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Regional 
Shopping Center

10763 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.58

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High 
Rise

1.718e+006 0.01 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 91.68 91.68 0.00 0.00 92.24

General Office 
Building

155622 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.30 8.30 0.00 0.00 8.36

Regional 
Shopping Center

16946 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.91

Total 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 101.45 101.45 0.00 0.00 102.09

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Regional 
Shopping Center

15614 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.84

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High 
Rise

1.50889e+006 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 80.52 80.52 0.00 0.00 81.01

General Office 
Building

136941 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.31 7.31 0.00 0.00 7.35

Regional 
Shopping Center

9917 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.53

Total 0.01 0.08 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 89.19 89.19 0.00 0.00 89.73

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Regional 
Shopping Center

103896 36.80 0.00 0.00 36.99

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Apartments High 
Rise

568415 201.31 0.01 0.00 202.35

General Office 
Building

110926 39.29 0.00 0.00 39.49

Regional 
Shopping Center

65988 23.37 0.00 0.00 23.49

Total 300.77 0.01 0.00 302.32

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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Use only Natural Gas Hearths

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Regional 
Shopping Center

-30380.7 -10.76 0.00 0.00 -10.82

Parking Structure -129959 -46.03 0.00 0.00 -46.26

Apartments High 
Rise

412309 146.02 0.01 0.00 146.78

General Office 
Building

-25348.7 -8.98 0.00 0.00 -9.02

Regional 
Shopping Center

-66713.3 -23.63 0.00 0.00 -23.75

Total 56.62 0.01 0.00 56.93

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer 
Products

0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.04 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

Total 0.30 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 0.31 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

Mitigated 0.31 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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Use Water Efficient Irrigation System

Install Low Flow Toilet

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Architectural 
Coating

0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer 
Products

0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.04 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

Total 0.30 0.02 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.05

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Apartments High 
Rise

10.6201 / 
6.69528

75.44 0.33 0.01 85.13

Parking Structure 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

General Office 
Building

0.183066 / 
0.112202

1.29 0.01 0.00 1.45

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.822205 / 
0.503932

5.78 0.03 0.00 6.53

Total 82.51 0.37 0.01 93.11

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 82.51 0.36 0.01 93.11

Mitigated 77.21 0.33 0.01 87.11

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Apartments High 
Rise

9.91918 / 
6.28687

70.59 0.31 0.01 79.64

Parking Structure 0 / 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

General Office 
Building

0.170983 / 
0.105357

1.20 0.01 0.00 1.36

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.767939 / 
0.473192

5.41 0.02 0.00 6.11

Total 77.20 0.34 0.01 87.11

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Apartments High 
Rise

74.98 15.22 0.90 0.00 34.11

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

General Office 
Building

0.96 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.44

Regional 
Shopping Center

11.65 2.36 0.14 0.00 5.30

Total 17.77 1.05 0.00 39.85

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 17.78 1.05 0.00 39.85

Mitigated 17.78 1.05 0.00 39.85

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Apartments High 
Rise

74.98 15.22 0.90 0.00 34.11

Parking Structure 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

General Office 
Building

0.96 0.19 0.01 0.00 0.44

Regional 
Shopping Center

11.65 2.36 0.14 0.00 5.30

Total 17.77 1.05 0.00 39.85

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated



Greenhouse Gas Emission Worksheet

N 2 O Mobile Emissions Cedar-Kettner (Unmitigated)

From URBEMIS 2007 Vehicle Fleet Mix Output:

Annual VMT: 4,876,468

Vehicle Type

Percent 

Type*

N2O Emission 

Factor (g/mile)**

N2O 

Emission 

(g/mile)***

Light Auto 48.5% 0.04 0.0194
Light Truck < 3750 lbs 10.9% 0.06 0.00654
Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 21.9% 0.06 0.01314
Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 9.6% 0.2 0.0192
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.7% 0.2 0.0034
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.7% 0.125 0.000875
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 1.0% 0.05 0.0005
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.9% 0.05 0.00045
Other Bus 0.1% 0.05 0.00005
Urban Bus 0.1% 0.05 0.00005
Motorcycle 3.5% 0.01 0.00035
School Bus 0.1% 0.05 0.00005
Motor Home 1.0% 0.125 0.00125

Total 100.0% 0.065255

Total Emissions (metric tons) =

Emission Factor by Vehicle Mix (g/mi) x Annual VMT(mi) x 0.000001 metric tons/g

Conversion to Carbon Dioxide Equivalency (CO2e) Units based on Global Warming Potential (GWP)

CH4 21 GWP
N2O 310 GWP
1 ton (short, US) = 0.90718474 metric ton

Annual Mobile Emissions:

Total Emissions Total CO2E units

 N2O Emissions: 0.3182 metric tons N2O 98.65 metric tons CO2E

Project Total: 99 metric tons CO 2 E

References

* California Statewide vehicle fleet mix from URBEMIS 2007 results for mobile sources
** from Table C.4: Methane and Nitrous Oxide Emission Factors for Mobile Sources by Vehicle and Fuel Type (g/mile).  
    in California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009.
  Assume Model year 2000-present, gasoline fueled.
*** Source:  California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009.



Greenhouse Gas Emission Worksheet

N 2 O Mobile Emissions Cedar-Kettner (Mitigated)

From URBEMIS 2007 Vehicle Fleet Mix Output:

Annual VMT: 3,264,341

Vehicle Type

Percent 

Type*

N2O Emission 

Factor (g/mile)**

N2O 

Emission 

(g/mile)***

Light Auto 48.5% 0.04 0.0194
Light Truck < 3750 lbs 10.9% 0.06 0.00654
Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 21.9% 0.06 0.01314
Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 9.6% 0.2 0.0192
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.7% 0.2 0.0034
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.7% 0.125 0.000875
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 1.0% 0.05 0.0005
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.9% 0.05 0.00045
Other Bus 0.1% 0.05 0.00005
Urban Bus 0.1% 0.05 0.00005
Motorcycle 3.5% 0.01 0.00035
School Bus 0.1% 0.05 0.00005
Motor Home 1.0% 0.125 0.00125

Total 100.0% 0.065255

Total Emissions (metric tons) =

Emission Factor by Vehicle Mix (g/mi) x Annual VMT(mi) x 0.000001 metric tons/g

Conversion to Carbon Dioxide Equivalency (CO2e) Units based on Global Warming Potential (GWP)

CH4 21 GWP
N2O 310 GWP
1 ton (short, US) = 0.90718474 metric ton

Annual Mobile Emissions:

Total Emissions Total CO2E units

 N2O Emissions: 0.2130 metric tons N2O 66.03 metric tons CO2E

Project Total: 66 metric tons CO 2 E

References

* California Statewide vehicle fleet mix from URBEMIS 2007 results for mobile sources
** from Table C.4: Methane and Nitrous Oxide Emission Factors for Mobile Sources by Vehicle and Fuel Type (g/mile).  
    in California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009.
  Assume Model year 2000-present, gasoline fueled.
*** Source:  California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009.
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Existing AM
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingAM.sy7Page 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5016 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5016 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 55 62 354 35 27 339
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 74 421 42 32 404
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 63 23 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 65 11 440 0 32 404
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.0 5.0 10.8 12.4 12.4
Effective Green, g (s) 6.4 6.4 11.2 13.8 13.8
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.15 0.26 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 261 233 1294 563 1125
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.09 0.02 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.25 0.05 0.34 0.06 0.36
Uniform Delay, d1 16.4 15.9 13.1 10.3 11.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3
Delay (s) 17.0 16.0 13.2 10.3 11.6
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.5 13.2 11.6
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 12.9 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.33
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 43.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 34.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing AM
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingAM.sy7Page 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 47 22 64 58 0 0 0 0 34 269 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 53 25 73 66 0 0 0 0 39 306 45

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 78 139 191 198
Volume Left (vph) 0 73 39 0
Volume Right (vph) 25 0 0 45
Hadj (s) -0.16 0.14 0.13 -0.13
Departure Headway (s) 4.8 5.0 5.2 4.9
Degree Utilization, x 0.11 0.19 0.28 0.27
Capacity (veh/h) 691 671 672 707
Control Delay (s) 8.4 9.3 9.0 8.6
Approach Delay (s) 8.4 9.3 8.8
Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 8.8
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 29.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing AM
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingAM.sy7Page 3
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 38 349 28 0 402
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 45 415 33 0 479
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 592 155 449
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 592 155 449
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 95 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 438 863 1108

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 45 166 166 116 160 160 160
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 45 0 0 33 0 0 0
cSH 863 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.09
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.4 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing AM
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingAM.sy7Page 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 16 11 61 28 0 0 0 0 55 278 13
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 17 12 64 29 0 0 0 0 58 293 14

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 28 94 204 160
Volume Left (vph) 0 64 58 0
Volume Right (vph) 12 0 0 14
Hadj (s) -0.21 0.17 0.18 -0.03
Departure Headway (s) 4.6 4.9 5.0 4.8
Degree Utilization, x 0.04 0.13 0.28 0.21
Capacity (veh/h) 718 685 705 733
Control Delay (s) 7.8 8.7 8.7 7.9
Approach Delay (s) 7.8 8.7 8.4
Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 8.4
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing AM
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingAM.sy7Page 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3438 1770 3393 1770 5006 1770 4821
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3438 1770 3393 1770 5006 1770 4821
Volume (vph) 14 103 24 164 190 72 37 289 34 9 249 132
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 123 29 195 226 86 44 344 40 11 296 157
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 13 0 0 21 0 0 8 0 0 59 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 17 139 0 195 291 0 44 376 0 11 394 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 0.8 11.5 8.7 19.4 2.2 20.9 0.7 18.9
Effective Green, g (s) 1.2 12.4 9.1 20.3 2.6 21.8 1.1 20.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0.21 0.15 0.34 0.04 0.36 0.02 0.34
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 35 706 267 1140 76 1807 32 1620
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 0.04 c0.11 c0.09 c0.02 0.08 0.01 c0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.20 0.73 0.26 0.58 0.21 0.34 0.24
Uniform Delay, d1 29.3 19.9 24.5 14.6 28.4 13.3 29.3 14.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 3.8 0.2 8.5 0.1 6.5 0.1 2.3 0.1
Delay (s) 33.1 20.0 33.0 14.7 34.8 13.4 31.6 14.6
Level of Service C C C B C B C B
Approach Delay (s) 21.4 21.7 15.6 15.0
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.35
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



Existing PM
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingPM.sy7Page 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5034 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5034 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 41 76 786 56 90 551
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 44 81 836 60 96 586
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 70 14 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 44 11 882 0 96 586
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.9 4.9 14.5 13.0 13.0
Effective Green, g (s) 6.3 6.3 14.9 14.4 14.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.13 0.31 0.30 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 234 210 1576 535 1071
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 c0.18 0.05 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.19 0.05 0.56 0.18 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 18.4 18.0 13.6 12.2 13.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.7
Delay (s) 18.9 18.2 13.9 12.5 14.6
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 18.4 13.9 14.3
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 14.4 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.49
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 47.6 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing PM
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingPM.sy7Page 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 138 30 16 55 0 0 0 0 103 441 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 144 31 17 57 0 0 0 0 107 459 46

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 175 74 337 276
Volume Left (vph) 0 17 107 0
Volume Right (vph) 31 0 0 46
Hadj (s) -0.07 0.08 0.19 -0.08
Departure Headway (s) 5.3 5.6 5.4 5.1
Degree Utilization, x 0.26 0.11 0.50 0.39
Capacity (veh/h) 643 597 656 689
Control Delay (s) 10.1 9.3 12.5 10.1
Approach Delay (s) 10.1 9.3 11.5
Approach LOS B A B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.0
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing PM
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingPM.sy7Page 3
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 57 797 85 0 591
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 63 876 93 0 649
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked 0.94 0.94 0.94
vC, conflicting volume 1139 339 969
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 0
vCu, unblocked vol 985 168 839
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 3.1
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 92 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 231 796 804

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 63 350 350 269 216 216 216
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 63 0 0 93 0 0 0
cSH 796 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing PM
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingPM.sy7Page 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 81 19 54 45 0 0 0 0 71 413 17
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 84 20 56 47 0 0 0 0 74 430 18

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 104 103 289 233
Volume Left (vph) 0 56 74 0
Volume Right (vph) 20 0 0 18
Hadj (s) -0.08 0.14 0.16 -0.02
Departure Headway (s) 5.1 5.4 5.2 5.0
Degree Utilization, x 0.15 0.15 0.42 0.33
Capacity (veh/h) 653 627 674 696
Control Delay (s) 9.0 9.3 10.8 9.3
Approach Delay (s) 9.0 9.3 10.1
Approach LOS A A B

Intersection Summary
Delay 9.8
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing PM
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingPM.sy7Page 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3333 1770 3312 1770 5003 1770 5024
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3333 1770 3312 1770 5003 1770 5024
Volume (vph) 140 138 87 85 174 130 33 599 72 45 506 44
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 149 147 93 90 185 138 35 637 77 48 538 47
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 60 0 0 86 0 0 9 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 149 180 0 90 237 0 35 705 0 48 580 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.8 14.0 4.6 10.8 2.1 22.5 3.6 23.5
Effective Green, g (s) 8.2 14.9 5.0 11.7 2.5 23.4 4.0 24.9
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.24 0.08 0.18 0.04 0.37 0.06 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 229 785 140 612 70 1849 112 1976
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 c0.05 0.05 c0.07 0.02 c0.14 c0.03 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.65 0.23 0.64 0.39 0.50 0.38 0.43 0.29
Uniform Delay, d1 26.2 19.6 28.3 22.7 29.8 14.6 28.5 13.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 0.2 7.3 0.5 2.0 0.2 1.0 0.1
Delay (s) 31.2 19.7 35.6 23.2 31.8 14.8 29.5 13.3
Level of Service C B D C C B C B
Approach Delay (s) 24.1 25.9 15.6 14.5
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.8 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.45
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.3 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



Existing + P AM
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingAM + P.sy7Page 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.97 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4924 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4924 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 55 62 366 98 83 301
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 74 436 117 99 358
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 61 88 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 65 13 465 0 99 358
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.8 4.8 8.5 7.9 7.9
Effective Green, g (s) 6.2 6.2 8.9 9.3 9.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.24 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 301 270 1204 452 904
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.09 0.06 c0.10
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.05 0.39 0.22 0.40
Uniform Delay, d1 13.0 12.6 11.5 10.7 11.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4
Delay (s) 13.5 12.7 11.5 11.0 11.6
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 13.1 11.5 11.5
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 11.7 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.35
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 36.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + P AM
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Existing\ExistingAM + P.sy7Page 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 88 154 170 58 0 0 0 0 34 269 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 100 175 193 66 0 0 0 0 39 306 45

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 275 259 191 198
Volume Left (vph) 0 193 39 0
Volume Right (vph) 175 0 0 45
Hadj (s) -0.35 0.18 0.13 -0.13
Departure Headway (s) 5.0 5.5 6.0 5.8
Degree Utilization, x 0.38 0.40 0.32 0.32
Capacity (veh/h) 683 622 569 593
Control Delay (s) 11.1 12.1 10.7 10.2
Approach Delay (s) 11.1 12.1 10.5
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.1
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing + P AM
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 50 412 28 0 364
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 60 490 33 0 433
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 652 180 524
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 652 180 524
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 401 832 1039

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 60 196 196 131 144 144 144
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 60 0 0 33 0 0 0
cSH 832 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing + P AM
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 16 11 61 302 0 0 0 0 85 291 240
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 17 12 64 318 0 0 0 0 89 306 253

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 28 382 243 406
Volume Left (vph) 0 64 89 0
Volume Right (vph) 12 0 0 253
Hadj (s) -0.21 0.07 0.22 -0.40
Departure Headway (s) 5.8 5.5 5.9 5.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.05 0.58 0.40 0.60
Capacity (veh/h) 565 636 595 666
Control Delay (s) 9.1 15.7 11.6 14.5
Approach Delay (s) 9.1 15.7 13.4
Approach LOS A C B

Intersection Summary
Delay 14.1
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing + P AM
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.93 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3435 1770 3287 1770 5012 1770 4876
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3435 1770 3287 1770 5012 1770 4876
Volume (vph) 48 100 24 164 80 72 16 318 34 9 249 94
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 57 119 29 195 95 86 19 379 40 11 296 112
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 14 0 0 59 0 0 7 0 0 35 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 57 134 0 195 122 0 19 412 0 11 373 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.9 12.0 9.8 18.9 0.9 22.6 0.8 22.0
Effective Green, g (s) 3.3 12.9 10.2 19.8 1.3 23.5 1.2 23.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.20 0.16 0.31 0.02 0.37 0.02 0.37
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 92 695 283 1020 36 1846 33 1788
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.04 c0.11 0.04 c0.01 c0.08 0.01 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.19 0.69 0.12 0.53 0.22 0.33 0.21
Uniform Delay, d1 29.6 21.1 25.3 15.8 30.9 13.9 30.9 13.8
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.4 0.2 5.5 0.1 6.3 0.1 2.2 0.1
Delay (s) 38.1 21.3 30.8 15.8 37.2 14.0 33.1 13.9
Level of Service D C C B D B C B
Approach Delay (s) 26.0 23.6 15.0 14.4
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.6 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.30
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.8 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + P AM
6: Cedar Street & 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 181 0 0 107 0 54
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 197 0 0 116 0 59
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 294
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 197 313 197
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 197 313 197
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 1376 680 844

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 197 116 59
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 59
cSH 1700 1700 844
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.07 0.07
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 6
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.6
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.6
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing + P AM
7: Kettner Boulevard & 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 42 0 0 583 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 46 0 0 634 11
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 639 322 645
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 639 322 645
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 408 673 936

Direction, Lane # EB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 46 422 222
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 46 0 11
cSH 673 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.25 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.7 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.7 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 26.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing + P AM
8: Beech Street & 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 28 50 489 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 30 54 532 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 586 351 320
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 586 351 320
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 989 647 721

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 30 586
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 0 532
cSH 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.34
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing + P PM
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5017 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5017 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 41 76 807 79 105 548
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 44 81 859 84 112 583
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 70 21 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 44 11 922 0 112 583
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.9 4.9 14.8 13.0 13.0
Effective Green, g (s) 6.3 6.3 15.2 14.4 14.4
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.13 0.32 0.30 0.30
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 233 208 1592 532 1064
v/s Ratio Prot c0.02 c0.18 0.06 c0.16
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.19 0.05 0.58 0.21 0.55
Uniform Delay, d1 18.5 18.2 13.7 12.5 14.0
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.7
Delay (s) 19.0 18.3 14.0 12.8 14.7
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 18.6 14.0 14.4
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 14.5 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 47.9 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + P PM
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 439 216 56 55 0 0 0 0 103 441 44
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 457 225 58 57 0 0 0 0 107 459 46

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 682 116 337 276
Volume Left (vph) 0 58 107 0
Volume Right (vph) 225 0 0 46
Hadj (s) -0.16 0.13 0.19 -0.08
Departure Headway (s) 5.6 6.7 6.8 6.5
Degree Utilization, x 1.05 0.22 0.64 0.50
Capacity (veh/h) 642 520 515 544
Control Delay (s) 73.5 11.5 19.9 14.7
Approach Delay (s) 73.5 11.5 17.6
Approach LOS F B C

Intersection Summary
Delay 44.1
HCM Level of Service E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing + P PM
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 135 763 85 0 588
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 148 838 93 0 646
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 0.95 0.95
vC, conflicting volume 1101 326 932
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 0
vCu, unblocked vol 960 178 818
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 3.1
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 81 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 242 790 811

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 148 335 335 261 215 215 215
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 148 0 0 93 0 0 0
cSH 790 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 17 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.6 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing + P PM
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 81 19 54 80 0 0 0 0 83 490 127
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 84 20 56 83 0 0 0 0 86 510 132

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 104 140 342 388
Volume Left (vph) 0 56 86 0
Volume Right (vph) 20 0 0 132
Hadj (s) -0.08 0.11 0.16 -0.20
Departure Headway (s) 5.5 5.7 5.4 5.0
Degree Utilization, x 0.16 0.22 0.51 0.54
Capacity (veh/h) 608 596 660 708
Control Delay (s) 9.6 10.3 12.6 12.5
Approach Delay (s) 9.6 10.3 12.5
Approach LOS A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.9
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing + P PM
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 11/7/2011
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.93 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3334 1770 3304 1770 5004 1770 5028
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3334 1770 3304 1770 5004 1770 5028
Volume (vph) 95 82 52 85 163 130 31 610 72 45 506 41
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 101 87 55 90 173 138 33 649 77 48 538 44
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 45 0 0 94 0 0 8 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 101 97 0 90 217 0 33 718 0 48 577 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.7 10.2 4.5 10.0 2.1 23.9 3.5 24.8
Effective Green, g (s) 5.1 11.1 4.9 10.9 2.5 24.8 3.9 26.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.18 0.08 0.18 0.04 0.41 0.06 0.43
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 149 610 143 593 73 2044 114 2170
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.03 0.05 c0.07 0.02 c0.14 c0.03 0.11
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.16 0.63 0.37 0.45 0.35 0.42 0.27
Uniform Delay, d1 27.0 20.9 27.0 21.9 28.4 12.4 27.3 11.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 0.1 6.1 0.5 1.6 0.2 0.9 0.1
Delay (s) 36.2 21.0 33.1 22.3 30.0 12.5 28.2 11.2
Level of Service D C C C C B C B
Approach Delay (s) 27.3 24.8 13.3 12.5
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 17.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.40
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.7 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Existing + P PM
6: Cedar Street & Driveway 11/7/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 195 0 0 108 0 449
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 212 0 0 117 0 488
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 294
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 212 329 212
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 212 329 212
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 41
cM capacity (veh/h) 1358 665 828

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 212 117 488
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 488
cSH 1700 1700 828
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.07 0.59
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 98
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 15.4
Lane LOS C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 15.4
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 9.2
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Existing + P PM
7: Driveway & Kettner Boulevard 11/7/2011
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 19 0 0 674 46
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 21 0 0 733 50
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 758 391 783
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 758 391 783
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 97 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 343 608 831

Direction, Lane # EB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 21 488 294
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 21 0 50
cSH 608 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.29 0.17
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0 0
Control Delay (s) 11.1 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 11.1 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Existing + P PM
8: Beech Street & Driveway 11/7/2011
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 85 140 69 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 92 152 75 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 227 282 190
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 227 282 190
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1341 708 852

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 92 227
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 0 75
cSH 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 14.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term\NTAM.sy7Page 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5020 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5020 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 55 65 375 35 30 355
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 77 446 42 36 423
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 66 21 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 65 11 467 0 36 423
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 5.0 5.0 11.0 12.6 12.6
Effective Green, g (s) 6.4 6.4 11.4 14.0 14.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.15 0.26 0.32 0.32
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 259 231 1307 566 1131
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.09 0.02 c0.12
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.25 0.05 0.36 0.06 0.37
Uniform Delay, d1 16.6 16.1 13.2 10.3 11.5
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3
Delay (s) 17.2 16.2 13.3 10.4 11.8
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.7 13.3 11.7
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 13.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.34
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 43.8 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 34.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term AM
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 50 25 65 65 0 0 0 0 35 285 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 57 28 74 74 0 0 0 0 40 324 45

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 85 148 202 207
Volume Left (vph) 0 74 40 0
Volume Right (vph) 28 0 0 45
Hadj (s) -0.17 0.13 0.13 -0.12
Departure Headway (s) 4.9 5.1 5.2 5.0
Degree Utilization, x 0.12 0.21 0.29 0.29
Capacity (veh/h) 684 664 667 698
Control Delay (s) 8.5 9.4 9.2 8.8
Approach Delay (s) 8.5 9.4 9.0
Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 9.0
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 40 370 30 0 410
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 48 440 36 0 488
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 621 165 476
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 621 165 476
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 94 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 419 851 1082

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 48 176 176 124 163 163 163
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 48 0 0 36 0 0 0
cSH 851 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.10
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.5 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term AM
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 20 15 65 30 0 0 0 0 55 295 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 21 16 68 32 0 0 0 0 58 311 16

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 37 100 213 171
Volume Left (vph) 0 68 58 0
Volume Right (vph) 16 0 0 16
Hadj (s) -0.22 0.17 0.17 -0.03
Departure Headway (s) 4.7 5.0 5.0 4.8
Degree Utilization, x 0.05 0.14 0.30 0.23
Capacity (veh/h) 711 677 700 727
Control Delay (s) 7.9 8.8 8.9 8.1
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 8.8 8.5
Approach LOS A A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 8.5
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 28.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3440 1770 3395 1770 5007 1770 4827
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3440 1770 3395 1770 5007 1770 4827
Volume (vph) 15 110 25 165 200 75 40 310 35 10 265 135
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 18 131 30 196 238 89 48 369 42 12 315 161
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 12 0 0 20 0 0 8 0 0 57 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 18 149 0 196 307 0 48 403 0 12 419 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 0.8 11.5 8.7 19.4 2.3 20.7 0.7 18.6
Effective Green, g (s) 1.2 12.4 9.1 20.3 2.7 21.6 1.1 20.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.02 0.21 0.15 0.34 0.04 0.36 0.02 0.33
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 35 709 268 1145 79 1797 32 1604
v/s Ratio Prot 0.01 0.04 c0.11 c0.09 c0.03 0.08 0.01 c0.09
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.51 0.21 0.73 0.27 0.61 0.22 0.38 0.26
Uniform Delay, d1 29.2 19.8 24.4 14.5 28.2 13.5 29.2 14.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.2 0.2 8.5 0.2 8.7 0.1 2.7 0.1
Delay (s) 34.4 20.0 32.9 14.7 37.0 13.5 31.9 14.8
Level of Service C C C B D B C B
Approach Delay (s) 21.5 21.5 16.0 15.2
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



Near-Term PM
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5034 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5034 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 45 80 830 60 90 580
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 85 883 64 96 617
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 71 15 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 14 932 0 96 617
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.3 7.3 15.8 12.9 12.9
Effective Green, g (s) 8.7 8.7 16.2 14.3 14.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.32 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 301 269 1593 494 988
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 c0.19 0.05 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.16 0.05 0.59 0.19 0.62
Uniform Delay, d1 18.1 17.8 14.7 14.1 16.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.2 1.4
Delay (s) 18.5 17.9 15.0 14.3 17.5
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 18.1 15.0 17.0
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.50
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.2 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term PM
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 145 30 20 60 0 0 0 0 105 465 45
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 151 31 21 62 0 0 0 0 109 484 47

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 182 83 352 289
Volume Left (vph) 0 21 109 0
Volume Right (vph) 31 0 0 47
Hadj (s) -0.07 0.08 0.19 -0.08
Departure Headway (s) 5.4 5.7 5.4 5.2
Degree Utilization, x 0.27 0.13 0.53 0.41
Capacity (veh/h) 635 590 649 682
Control Delay (s) 10.3 9.5 13.2 10.6
Approach Delay (s) 10.3 9.5 12.0
Approach LOS B A B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.5
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 60 830 85 0 625
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 66 912 93 0 687
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 0.93 0.93
vC, conflicting volume 1188 351 1005
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 0
vCu, unblocked vol 921 156 859
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 3.1
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 92 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 256 803 798

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 66 365 365 276 229 229 229
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 66 0 0 93 0 0 0
cSH 803 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.9 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 28.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term PM
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 90 20 55 50 0 0 0 0 75 435 20
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 94 21 57 52 0 0 0 0 78 453 21

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 115 109 305 247
Volume Left (vph) 0 57 78 0
Volume Right (vph) 21 0 0 21
Hadj (s) -0.08 0.14 0.16 -0.02
Departure Headway (s) 5.2 5.4 5.3 5.1
Degree Utilization, x 0.17 0.17 0.45 0.35
Capacity (veh/h) 644 618 667 690
Control Delay (s) 9.3 9.5 11.3 9.6
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 9.5 10.5
Approach LOS A A B

Intersection Summary
Delay 10.2
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 6/20/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3335 1770 3321 1770 5004 1770 5026
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3335 1770 3321 1770 5004 1770 5026
Volume (vph) 140 145 90 85 185 130 35 630 75 45 535 45
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 149 154 96 90 197 138 37 670 80 48 569 48
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 57 0 0 81 0 0 9 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 149 193 0 90 254 0 37 741 0 48 612 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.8 14.2 4.6 11.0 2.2 22.8 3.6 23.7
Effective Green, g (s) 8.2 15.1 5.0 11.9 2.6 23.7 4.0 25.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.24 0.08 0.19 0.04 0.37 0.06 0.39
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 227 789 139 619 72 1859 111 1977
v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 c0.06 0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.15 c0.03 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.24 0.65 0.41 0.51 0.40 0.43 0.31
Uniform Delay, d1 26.5 19.7 28.5 22.9 30.0 14.8 28.8 13.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.1 0.2 7.5 0.5 2.6 0.2 1.0 0.1
Delay (s) 31.6 19.9 36.1 23.4 32.5 15.0 29.8 13.5
Level of Service C B D C C B C B
Approach Delay (s) 24.3 26.1 15.8 14.7
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 18.9 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.47
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 63.8 Sum of lost time (s) 20.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group



Near-Term AM Phase 1
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.97 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4939 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4939 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 55 65 380 90 70 315
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 77 452 107 83 375
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 64 79 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 65 13 480 0 83 375
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.8 4.8 8.6 8.1 8.1
Effective Green, g (s) 6.2 6.2 9.0 9.5 9.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.25 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 299 267 1211 458 916
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.10 0.05 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.05 0.40 0.18 0.41
Uniform Delay, d1 13.2 12.8 11.6 10.6 11.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4
Delay (s) 13.6 12.9 11.7 10.8 11.7
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 13.2 11.7 11.5
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 11.8 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 36.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term AM Phase 1
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 85 130 165 65 0 0 0 0 35 285 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 97 148 188 74 0 0 0 0 40 324 45

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 244 261 202 207
Volume Left (vph) 0 188 40 0
Volume Right (vph) 148 0 0 45
Hadj (s) -0.33 0.18 0.13 -0.12
Departure Headway (s) 5.1 5.5 6.0 5.7
Degree Utilization, x 0.34 0.40 0.33 0.33
Capacity (veh/h) 673 623 577 601
Control Delay (s) 10.7 12.1 10.8 10.3
Approach Delay (s) 10.7 12.1 10.5
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.0
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 1
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
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Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 45 425 30 0 370
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 54 506 36 0 440
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 671 187 542
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 671 187 542
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 390 824 1023

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 54 202 202 137 147 147 147
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 54 0 0 36 0 0 0
cSH 824 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term AM Phase 1
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 AM Page 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 20 15 65 255 0 0 0 0 55 300 215
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 21 16 68 268 0 0 0 0 58 316 226

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 37 337 216 384
Volume Left (vph) 0 68 58 0
Volume Right (vph) 16 0 0 226
Hadj (s) -0.22 0.07 0.17 -0.38
Departure Headway (s) 5.6 5.4 5.7 5.2
Degree Utilization, x 0.06 0.50 0.34 0.55
Capacity (veh/h) 587 641 611 677
Control Delay (s) 8.9 13.7 10.5 13.2
Approach Delay (s) 8.9 13.7 12.2
Approach LOS A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 12.6
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 1
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 AM Page 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3350 1770 3395 1770 5012 1770 4884
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3350 1770 3395 1770 5012 1770 4884
Volume (vph) 50 45 25 165 200 75 20 330 35 10 265 95
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 60 54 30 196 238 89 24 393 42 12 315 113
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 29 0 0 7 0 0 34 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 58 0 196 298 0 24 428 0 12 394 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.5 6.7 9.0 13.2 0.7 18.2 0.6 17.6
Effective Green, g (s) 2.9 7.6 9.4 14.1 1.1 19.1 1.0 19.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.14 0.18 0.27 0.02 0.36 0.02 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 97 479 313 901 37 1803 33 1748
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.02 c0.11 c0.09 c0.01 c0.09 0.01 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.12 0.63 0.33 0.65 0.24 0.36 0.23
Uniform Delay, d1 24.6 19.8 20.2 15.7 25.8 11.9 25.7 11.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.0 0.1 2.8 0.3 25.7 0.1 2.5 0.1
Delay (s) 32.6 20.0 23.0 16.0 51.5 12.0 28.2 12.0
Level of Service C B C B D B C B
Approach Delay (s) 25.2 18.6 14.1 12.4
Approach LOS C B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.2 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 53.1 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term AM Phase 1
6: Cedar Street & 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 AM Page 6
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 160 0 0 105 0 45
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 174 0 0 114 0 49
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 284
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 174 288 174
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 174 288 174
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 94
cM capacity (veh/h) 1403 702 870

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 174 114 49
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 49
cSH 1700 1700 870
Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.07 0.06
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 4
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.4
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.4
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 1
7: Beech Street & 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 AM Page 7
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 30 50 420 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 33 54 457 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 511 315 283
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 511 315 283
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1054 678 756

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 33 511
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 0 457
cSH 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.30
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 1
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 PM Page 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5022 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5022 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 45 80 835 75 95 575
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 85 888 80 101 612
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 71 19 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 14 949 0 101 612
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.3 7.3 16.0 12.9 12.9
Effective Green, g (s) 8.7 8.7 16.4 14.3 14.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.32 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 300 268 1602 492 985
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 c0.19 0.06 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.16 0.05 0.59 0.21 0.62
Uniform Delay, d1 18.2 17.9 14.7 14.2 16.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.3 1.3
Delay (s) 18.6 18.0 15.1 14.5 17.5
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 18.2 15.1 17.1
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.4 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term PM Phase 1
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 PM Page 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 395 175 30 60 0 0 0 0 105 465 45
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 411 182 31 62 0 0 0 0 109 484 47

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 594 94 352 289
Volume Left (vph) 0 31 109 0
Volume Right (vph) 182 0 0 47
Hadj (s) -0.15 0.10 0.19 -0.08
Departure Headway (s) 5.5 6.7 6.7 6.4
Degree Utilization, x 0.91 0.17 0.65 0.51
Capacity (veh/h) 638 519 522 548
Control Delay (s) 40.6 11.1 20.1 14.8
Approach Delay (s) 40.6 11.1 17.7
Approach LOS E B C

Intersection Summary
Delay 27.5
HCM Level of Service D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55.5% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 1
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 PM Page 3
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 125 785 85 0 620
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 137 863 93 0 681
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked 0.96 0.94 0.94
vC, conflicting volume 1136 334 956
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 0
vCu, unblocked vol 892 168 828
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 3.1
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 83 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 270 797 807

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 137 345 345 266 227 227 227
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 137 0 0 93 0 0 0
cSH 797 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.17 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 15 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.5 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 31.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term PM Phase 1
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 PM Page 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 90 20 55 70 0 0 0 0 75 500 110
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 94 21 57 73 0 0 0 0 78 521 115

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 115 130 339 375
Volume Left (vph) 0 57 78 0
Volume Right (vph) 21 0 0 115
Hadj (s) -0.08 0.12 0.15 -0.18
Departure Headway (s) 5.5 5.7 5.4 5.0
Degree Utilization, x 0.18 0.21 0.50 0.52
Capacity (veh/h) 612 595 661 704
Control Delay (s) 9.7 10.1 12.5 12.2
Approach Delay (s) 9.7 10.1 12.3
Approach LOS A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.7
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 1
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 PM Page 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3337 1770 3313 1770 5005 1770 5032
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3337 1770 3313 1770 5005 1770 5032
Volume (vph) 95 90 55 85 175 130 30 635 75 45 535 40
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 101 96 59 90 186 138 32 676 80 48 569 43
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 48 0 0 86 0 0 8 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 101 107 0 90 238 0 32 748 0 48 607 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.7 10.3 4.4 10.0 2.0 23.7 3.5 24.7
Effective Green, g (s) 5.1 11.2 4.8 10.9 2.4 24.6 3.9 26.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.19 0.08 0.18 0.04 0.41 0.06 0.43
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 149 618 140 597 70 2035 114 2171
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.03 0.05 c0.07 0.02 c0.15 c0.03 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.17 0.64 0.40 0.46 0.37 0.42 0.28
Uniform Delay, d1 26.9 20.8 27.0 21.9 28.4 12.5 27.2 11.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 0.2 7.3 0.5 1.7 0.2 0.9 0.1
Delay (s) 36.1 20.9 34.4 22.4 30.1 12.7 28.1 11.2
Level of Service D C C C C B C B
Approach Delay (s) 26.9 25.0 13.4 12.5
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 17.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.5 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term PM Phase 1
6: Cedar Street & Outbound Driveway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 PM Page 6
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 170 0 0 105 0 375
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 185 0 0 114 0 408
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 274
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 185 299 185
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 185 299 185
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 52
cM capacity (veh/h) 1390 692 857

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 185 114 408
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 408
cSH 1700 1700 857
Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.07 0.48
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 65
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.9
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 12.9
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 7.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 1
7: Beech Street & Inbound Driveway 7/21/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near Term Phase 1\NTP1 PM Page 7
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 85 125 45 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 92 136 49 0 0

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total (vph) 92 185
Volume Left (vph) 0 0
Volume Right (vph) 0 49
Hadj (s) 0.03 -0.12
Departure Headway (s) 4.1 3.9
Degree Utilization, x 0.11 0.20
Capacity (veh/h) 861 925
Control Delay (s) 7.6 7.8
Approach Delay (s) 7.6 7.8
Approach LOS A A

Intersection Summary
Delay 7.7
HCM Level of Service A
Intersection Capacity Utilization 12.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2a
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a AMPage 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.97 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4933 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4933 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 55 65 380 95 90 315
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 77 452 113 107 375
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 64 85 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 65 13 480 0 107 375
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.8 4.8 8.6 8.1 8.1
Effective Green, g (s) 6.2 6.2 9.0 9.5 9.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.25 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 299 267 1210 458 916
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.10 0.06 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.05 0.40 0.23 0.41
Uniform Delay, d1 13.2 12.8 11.6 10.7 11.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4
Delay (s) 13.6 12.9 11.7 11.1 11.7
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 13.2 11.7 11.5
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 11.8 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 36.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term AM Phase 2a
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a AMPage 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 95 155 165 65 0 0 0 0 35 285 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 108 176 188 74 0 0 0 0 40 324 45

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 284 261 202 207
Volume Left (vph) 0 188 40 0
Volume Right (vph) 176 0 0 45
Hadj (s) -0.34 0.18 0.13 -0.12
Departure Headway (s) 5.1 5.6 6.1 5.8
Degree Utilization, x 0.40 0.41 0.34 0.34
Capacity (veh/h) 674 614 566 589
Control Delay (s) 11.4 12.3 11.0 10.5
Approach Delay (s) 11.4 12.3 10.8
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.4
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2a
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a AMPage 3
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 45 430 30 0 370
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 54 512 36 0 440
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 677 188 548
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 677 188 548
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 387 821 1018

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 54 205 205 138 147 147 147
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 54 0 0 36 0 0 0
cSH 821 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term AM Phase 2a
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a AMPage 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 20 15 65 300 0 0 0 0 55 300 240
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 21 16 68 316 0 0 0 0 58 316 253

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 37 384 216 411
Volume Left (vph) 0 68 58 0
Volume Right (vph) 16 0 0 253
Hadj (s) -0.22 0.07 0.17 -0.40
Departure Headway (s) 5.8 5.5 5.9 5.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.06 0.58 0.35 0.61
Capacity (veh/h) 568 636 596 662
Control Delay (s) 9.1 15.8 10.8 14.9
Approach Delay (s) 9.1 15.8 13.5
Approach LOS A C B

Intersection Summary
Delay 14.2
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 50.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2a
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a AMPage 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3350 1770 3395 1770 5013 1770 4884
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3350 1770 3395 1770 5013 1770 4884
Volume (vph) 50 45 25 165 200 75 20 335 35 10 265 95
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 60 54 30 196 238 89 24 399 42 12 315 113
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 29 0 0 6 0 0 34 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 58 0 196 298 0 24 435 0 12 394 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.5 6.7 9.0 13.2 0.7 18.2 0.6 17.6
Effective Green, g (s) 2.9 7.6 9.4 14.1 1.1 19.1 1.0 19.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.14 0.18 0.27 0.02 0.36 0.02 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 97 479 313 901 37 1803 33 1748
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.02 c0.11 c0.09 c0.01 c0.09 0.01 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.12 0.63 0.33 0.65 0.24 0.36 0.23
Uniform Delay, d1 24.6 19.8 20.2 15.7 25.8 11.9 25.7 11.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.0 0.1 2.8 0.3 25.7 0.1 2.5 0.1
Delay (s) 32.6 20.0 23.0 16.0 51.5 12.0 28.2 12.0
Level of Service C B C B D B C B
Approach Delay (s) 25.2 18.6 14.1 12.4
Approach LOS C B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 53.1 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term AM Phase 2a
6: Cedar Street & Outbound Driveway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a AMPage 6
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 185 0 0 105 0 55
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 201 0 0 114 0 60
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 284
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 201 315 201
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 201 315 201
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 1371 678 840

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 201 114 60
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 60
cSH 1700 1700 840
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.07 0.07
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 6
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.6
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.6
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2a
7: Beech Street & Inbound Driveway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a AMPage 7
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 30 50 490 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 33 54 533 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 587 353 321
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 587 353 321
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 988 644 720

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 33 587
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 0 533
cSH 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.35
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2a
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a PMPage 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5023 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5023 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 45 80 845 75 105 575
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 85 899 80 112 612
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 71 18 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 14 961 0 112 612
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.3 7.3 16.1 12.9 12.9
Effective Green, g (s) 8.7 8.7 16.5 14.3 14.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.32 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 299 267 1609 491 983
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 c0.19 0.06 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.16 0.05 0.60 0.23 0.62
Uniform Delay, d1 18.3 17.9 14.7 14.3 16.2
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.3 1.4
Delay (s) 18.6 18.1 15.1 14.7 17.6
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 18.3 15.1 17.1
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.5 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term PM Phase 2a
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a PMPage 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 445 205 30 60 0 0 0 0 105 465 45
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 464 214 31 62 0 0 0 0 109 484 47

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 677 94 352 289
Volume Left (vph) 0 31 109 0
Volume Right (vph) 214 0 0 47
Hadj (s) -0.16 0.10 0.19 -0.08
Departure Headway (s) 5.6 6.7 6.8 6.5
Degree Utilization, x 1.05 0.17 0.66 0.52
Capacity (veh/h) 643 519 520 549
Control Delay (s) 70.8 11.1 20.8 15.2
Approach Delay (s) 70.8 11.1 18.3
Approach LOS F B C

Intersection Summary
Delay 43.0
HCM Level of Service E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.9% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2a
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a PMPage 3
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 135 785 85 0 620
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 148 863 93 0 681
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked 0.95 0.93 0.93
vC, conflicting volume 1136 334 956
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 0
vCu, unblocked vol 865 132 801
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 3.1
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 82 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 278 830 810

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 148 345 345 266 227 227 227
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 148 0 0 93 0 0 0
cSH 830 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.18 0.20 0.20 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 16 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.3 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term PM Phase 2a
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a PMPage 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 90 20 55 85 0 0 0 0 75 510 125
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 94 21 57 89 0 0 0 0 78 531 130

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 115 146 344 396
Volume Left (vph) 0 57 78 0
Volume Right (vph) 21 0 0 130
Hadj (s) -0.08 0.11 0.15 -0.20
Departure Headway (s) 5.6 5.7 5.4 5.1
Degree Utilization, x 0.18 0.23 0.52 0.56
Capacity (veh/h) 604 593 655 700
Control Delay (s) 9.8 10.4 12.8 13.0
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 10.4 12.9
Approach LOS A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 12.2
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2a
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a PMPage 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3337 1770 3327 1770 5005 1770 5032
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3337 1770 3327 1770 5005 1770 5032
Volume (vph) 95 90 55 85 195 130 30 635 75 45 535 40
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 101 96 59 90 207 138 32 676 80 48 569 43
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 45 0 0 68 0 0 9 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 101 110 0 90 277 0 32 747 0 48 607 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.8 13.4 4.5 13.1 2.1 20.3 3.5 21.2
Effective Green, g (s) 5.2 14.3 4.9 14.0 2.5 21.2 3.9 22.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.24 0.08 0.23 0.04 0.35 0.06 0.37
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 153 791 144 772 73 1760 114 1886
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.03 0.05 c0.08 0.02 c0.15 c0.03 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.14 0.62 0.36 0.44 0.42 0.42 0.32
Uniform Delay, d1 26.7 18.1 26.8 19.4 28.2 14.9 27.1 13.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.0 0.1 6.0 0.4 1.5 0.2 0.9 0.1
Delay (s) 34.7 18.2 32.8 19.7 29.7 15.1 28.0 13.5
Level of Service C B C B C B C B
Approach Delay (s) 24.7 22.4 15.7 14.6
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 17.8 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.43
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.3 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term PM Phase 2a
6: Cedar Street & Outbound Driveway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a PMPage 6
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 180 0 0 105 0 445
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 196 0 0 114 0 484
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 284
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 196 310 196
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 196 310 196
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 43
cM capacity (veh/h) 1377 683 846

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 196 114 484
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 484
cSH 1700 1700 846
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.07 0.57
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 93
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 14.8
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 14.8
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 9.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2a
7: Beech Street & Inbound Driveway 8/24/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2a PMPage 7
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 85 135 65 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 92 147 71 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 217 274 182
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 217 274 182
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1352 715 860

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 92 217
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 0 71
cSH 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 14.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2b
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.97 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 4928 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 4928 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 55 65 385 100 95 315
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 65 77 458 119 113 375
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 64 90 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 65 13 487 0 113 375
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.8 4.8 8.6 8.1 8.1
Effective Green, g (s) 6.2 6.2 9.0 9.5 9.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.25 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 299 267 1209 458 916
v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 c0.10 0.06 c0.11
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.22 0.05 0.40 0.25 0.41
Uniform Delay, d1 13.2 12.8 11.6 10.8 11.3
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4
Delay (s) 13.6 12.9 11.7 11.1 11.7
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 13.2 11.7 11.5
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 11.8 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.36
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 36.7 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term AM Phase 2b
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 105 160 170 65 0 0 0 0 35 285 40
Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 119 182 193 74 0 0 0 0 40 324 45

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 301 267 202 207
Volume Left (vph) 0 193 40 0
Volume Right (vph) 182 0 0 45
Hadj (s) -0.33 0.18 0.13 -0.12
Departure Headway (s) 5.1 5.6 6.1 5.9
Degree Utilization, x 0.43 0.42 0.34 0.34
Capacity (veh/h) 672 610 560 583
Control Delay (s) 11.8 12.6 11.1 10.7
Approach Delay (s) 11.8 12.6 10.9
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 11.7
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2b
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 3
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 50 435 30 0 370
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 60 518 36 0 440
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 683 190 554
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 683 190 554
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 383 819 1013

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 60 207 207 139 147 147 147
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 60 0 0 36 0 0 0
cSH 819 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.7 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term AM Phase 2b
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 20 15 65 305 0 0 0 0 85 310 245
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 21 16 68 321 0 0 0 0 89 326 258

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 37 389 253 421
Volume Left (vph) 0 68 89 0
Volume Right (vph) 16 0 0 258
Hadj (s) -0.22 0.07 0.21 -0.39
Departure Headway (s) 5.9 5.5 6.0 5.3
Degree Utilization, x 0.06 0.60 0.42 0.63
Capacity (veh/h) 560 629 591 659
Control Delay (s) 9.3 16.4 12.0 15.6
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 16.4 14.3
Approach LOS A C B

Intersection Summary
Delay 14.9
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2b
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.96
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3350 1770 3395 1770 5014 1770 4884
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3350 1770 3395 1770 5014 1770 4884
Volume (vph) 50 45 25 165 200 75 20 340 35 10 265 95
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84
Adj. Flow (vph) 60 54 30 196 238 89 24 405 42 12 315 113
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 26 0 0 29 0 0 6 0 0 34 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 58 0 196 298 0 24 441 0 12 394 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 2.5 6.7 9.0 13.2 0.7 18.2 0.6 17.6
Effective Green, g (s) 2.9 7.6 9.4 14.1 1.1 19.1 1.0 19.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.05 0.14 0.18 0.27 0.02 0.36 0.02 0.36
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 97 479 313 901 37 1804 33 1748
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.02 c0.11 c0.09 c0.01 c0.09 0.01 0.08
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.62 0.12 0.63 0.33 0.65 0.24 0.36 0.23
Uniform Delay, d1 24.6 19.8 20.2 15.7 25.8 11.9 25.7 11.9
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 8.0 0.1 2.8 0.3 25.7 0.1 2.5 0.1
Delay (s) 32.6 20.0 23.0 16.0 51.5 12.0 28.2 12.0
Level of Service C B C B D B C B
Approach Delay (s) 25.2 18.6 14.0 12.4
Approach LOS C B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.1 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.32
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 53.1 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term AM Phase 2b
6: Cedar Street & Outbound Driveway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 6
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 195 0 0 105 0 60
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 212 0 0 114 0 65
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 284
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 212 326 212
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 212 326 212
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 92
cM capacity (veh/h) 1358 668 828

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 212 114 65
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 65
cSH 1700 1700 828
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.07 0.08
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 6
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.7
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.7
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 20.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term AM Phase 2b
7: Beech Street & Inbound Driveway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 7
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 30 55 495 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 33 60 538 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 598 361 329
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 598 361 329
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 979 638 713

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 33 598
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 0 538
cSH 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.35
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term AM Phase 2b
8: Residential Driveway & Kettner Boulevard 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b AMPage 8
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 45 0 0 595 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 49 0 0 647 11
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 652 329 658
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 652 329 658
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 93 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 401 667 926

Direction, Lane # EB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 49 431 226
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 49 0 11
cSH 667 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.25 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.8 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.8 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.7
Intersection Capacity Utilization 26.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2b
1: Cedar Street & Pacific Highway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 1
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.95
Frt 1.00 0.85 0.99 1.00 1.00
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1583 5016 1770 3539
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1583 5016 1770 3539
Volume (vph) 45 80 845 85 110 575
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 48 85 899 90 117 612
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 71 22 0 0 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 14 967 0 117 612
Turn Type Perm Split
Protected Phases 6 8 7 7
Permitted Phases 6
Actuated Green, G (s) 7.3 7.3 16.4 12.9 12.9
Effective Green, g (s) 8.7 8.7 16.8 14.3 14.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.32 0.28 0.28
Clearance Time (s) 5.4 5.4 4.4 5.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.8 3.8 2.0 3.8 3.8
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 297 266 1627 489 977
v/s Ratio Prot c0.03 c0.19 0.07 c0.17
v/s Ratio Perm 0.01
v/c Ratio 0.16 0.05 0.59 0.24 0.63
Uniform Delay, d1 18.4 18.1 14.6 14.5 16.4
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.3 1.4
Delay (s) 18.8 18.2 15.0 14.9 17.8
Level of Service B B B B B
Approach Delay (s) 18.4 15.0 17.3
Approach LOS B B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 16.2 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.51
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 51.8 Sum of lost time (s) 12.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term PM Phase 2b
2: Cedar Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 2
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 445 220 60 60 0 0 0 0 105 465 45
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 464 229 62 62 0 0 0 0 109 484 47

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 693 125 352 289
Volume Left (vph) 0 63 109 0
Volume Right (vph) 229 0 0 47
Hadj (s) -0.16 0.13 0.19 -0.08
Departure Headway (s) 5.6 6.8 6.8 6.6
Degree Utilization, x 1.08 0.23 0.67 0.53
Capacity (veh/h) 626 517 514 542
Control Delay (s) 83.2 11.8 21.4 15.5
Approach Delay (s) 83.2 11.8 18.7
Approach LOS F B C

Intersection Summary
Delay 48.7
HCM Level of Service E
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.6% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2b
3: Beech Street & Pacific Highway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 3
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 135 795 85 0 620
Peak Hour Factor 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 148 874 93 0 681
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 390 376
pX, platoon unblocked 0.96 0.94 0.94
vC, conflicting volume 1147 338 967
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 0
vC2, stage 2 conf vol 0
vCu, unblocked vol 893 165 835
tC, single (s) 6.8 6.9 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 3.1
tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 81 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 269 799 805

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 NB 2 NB 3 SB 1 SB 2 SB 3
Volume Total 148 349 349 268 227 227 227
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Volume Right 148 0 0 93 0 0 0
cSH 799 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 17 0 0 0 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B
Approach Delay (s) 10.5 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS B

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term PM Phase 2b
4: Beech Street & Kettner Boulevard 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 4
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 90 20 55 85 0 0 0 0 90 515 130
Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 94 21 57 89 0 0 0 0 94 536 135

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 115 146 362 404
Volume Left (vph) 0 57 94 0
Volume Right (vph) 21 0 0 135
Hadj (s) -0.08 0.11 0.16 -0.20
Departure Headway (s) 5.6 5.7 5.4 5.1
Degree Utilization, x 0.18 0.23 0.55 0.57
Capacity (veh/h) 601 589 654 701
Control Delay (s) 9.8 10.5 13.5 13.3
Approach Delay (s) 9.8 10.5 13.4
Approach LOS A B B

Intersection Summary
Delay 12.6
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 41.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2b
5: Ash Street & Pacific Highway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 5
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 1.00 0.91
Frt 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.99
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 3337 1770 3313 1770 5006 1770 5032
Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 3337 1770 3313 1770 5006 1770 5032
Volume (vph) 95 90 55 85 175 130 30 645 75 45 535 40
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Adj. Flow (vph) 101 96 59 90 186 138 32 686 80 48 569 43
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 48 0 0 86 0 0 8 0 0 5 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 101 107 0 90 238 0 32 758 0 48 607 0
Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot
Protected Phases 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases
Actuated Green, G (s) 4.7 10.3 4.4 10.0 2.0 23.8 3.5 24.8
Effective Green, g (s) 5.1 11.2 4.8 10.9 2.4 24.7 3.9 26.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.18 0.08 0.18 0.04 0.41 0.06 0.43
Clearance Time (s) 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.4 5.4
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.0 3.6 2.0 3.6 2.0 4.1 2.0 4.1
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 149 617 140 596 70 2040 114 2176
v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.03 0.05 c0.07 0.02 c0.15 c0.03 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.17 0.64 0.40 0.46 0.37 0.42 0.28
Uniform Delay, d1 27.0 20.8 27.1 22.0 28.5 12.5 27.3 11.1
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 0.2 7.3 0.5 1.7 0.2 0.9 0.1
Delay (s) 36.2 21.0 34.4 22.5 30.2 12.7 28.2 11.2
Level of Service D C C C C B C B
Approach Delay (s) 27.0 25.1 13.4 12.4
Approach LOS C C B B

Intersection Summary
HCM Average Control Delay 17.0 HCM Level of Service B
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.42
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 60.6 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
c    Critical Lane Group

Near-Term PM Phase 2b
6: Cedar Street & Outbound Driveway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 6
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 195 0 0 105 0 445
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 212 0 0 114 0 484
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft) 274
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 212 326 212
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 212 326 212
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 42
cM capacity (veh/h) 1358 668 828

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1
Volume Total 212 114 484
Volume Left 0 0 0
Volume Right 0 0 484
cSH 1700 1700 828
Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.07 0.58
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 97
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 15.3
Lane LOS C
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 15.3
Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 9.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



Near-Term PM Phase 2b
7: Beech Street & Inbound Driveway 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 7
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Free Free Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 0 85 135 70 0 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 92 147 76 0 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 223 277 185
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 223 277 185
tC, single (s) 4.1 6.4 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 3.5 3.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 1346 713 857

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1
Volume Total 92 223
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 0 76
cSH 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.13
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0
Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS
Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0
Approach LOS

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 0.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 14.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Near-Term PM Phase 2b
8: Residential Driveway & Kettner Boulevard 8/23/2011

 5:00 pm  Baseline Synchro 6 Report
\\fpsd1\data\Projects\2011_Projects\0038_Cedar-Kettner Traffic Assessment\Analysis\Synchro\Near-Term Phase 2\NT P2b PMPage 8
Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc.

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Volume (vph) 0 20 0 0 700 45
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 22 0 0 761 49

Direction, Lane # EB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total (vph) 22 507 303
Volume Left (vph) 0 0 0
Volume Right (vph) 22 0 49
Hadj (s) -0.57 0.03 -0.08
Departure Headway (s) 4.8 4.6 4.5
Degree Utilization, x 0.03 0.65 0.38
Capacity (veh/h) 693 779 795
Control Delay (s) 7.9 14.4 9.0
Approach Delay (s) 7.9 12.4
Approach LOS A B

Intersection Summary
Delay 12.2
HCM Level of Service B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 30.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15





 

101 W Broadway, Suite 1970, San Diego, CA  92101  (619) 234-3190  Fax (619) 702-9345 
www.fehrandpeers.com 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
Date: July 25, 2011  
 
To: Alyssa Muto, BRG Consulting, Inc 
 
From: Stephen Cook PE, Fehr & Peers 
 Mark Peterson ACIP, Fehr & Peers 

Subject: County of San Diego Administrative Center Parking Demand 
SD11-0038 

 
The purpose of this memorandum is to document the existing parking demand associated with 
the County of San Diego Administrative Center (CAC), as well as to provide an estimate of the 
employee parking demand that would be relocated to the proposed parking structure included as 
part of the Cedar-Kettner Development project (Cedar-Kettner parking structure). 
 
PROJECT BACKGROUND 
The San Diego County Administration Center Waterfront Park Development and Master Plan 
EIR, April 2003 (CAC Waterfront Master Plan) outlined a series of changes and improvements to 
the current County Administration Center (CAC) located at 1600 Pacific Highway in downtown 
San Diego.  One such improvement is to eliminate the surface parking lots located on both sides 
(north and south) of the CAC building and replace them with public park space.   
 
Under the 2003 Master Plan, CAC employee parking would be relocated to a new County owned 
parking structure located on the southwest corner of Cedar Street and Kettner Boulevard 
(included as part of the proposed Cedar-Kettner Development).  CAC visitors, VIPs/County 
executives, and park visitors would be relocated to a subterranean parking facility located on the 
south side of the CAC building, under the newly developed park.  This 250 space subterranean 
lot would be accessible via a driveway on Ash Street, between Pacific Highway and Harbor Drive.  
 
EXISTING CAC PARKING DEMAND 
In order to determine existing parking demand, hourly parking occupancy counts were conducted 
in April 2011 at the two (2) existing CAC parking lots.  Figure 1 displays the hourly parking 
occupancy for the CAC between 7:00 AM and 9:00 PM.  As shown in the figure, the maximum 
overall parking occupancy for the CAC facility occurred between 10:00 AM and 11:00 AM with 
835 of the 1,118 spaces occupied (75%), broken down as follows: 
 

• 19 occupied disabled parking spaces (90%) 
• 152 occupied visitor parking spaces (90%) 
• 148 occupied reserved employee spaces (71%) 
• 516 occupied employee spaces (72%) 

 

Attachment 1 provides the complete hour by hour occupancy data.  
 
Based upon the existing parking occupancy, the CAC employee parking demand (reserved + 
employee parking) peaked at 664 occupants (with 900 current employees), resulting in a parking 
demand ratio of 0.74 (664 spaces/900 employees) spaces per employee.   
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FUTURE CAC PARKING DEMAND 
As noted previously under the CAC Waterfront Master Plan, parking associated with the CAC will 
be divided into the subterranean CAC lot and the Cedar-Kettner parking structure. It is assumed 
that all CAC employees (other than County executives) would park in the new County parking 
structure, while CAC visitors, VIPs/County executives, and park visitors would park in the 
subterranean lot.  
 
CAC Visitor Parking 
Based upon the San Diego County Administration Center Waterfront Park Development and 
Master Plan EIR (April 2003), the 250 spaces in the subterranean CAC lot would be allocated as 
follows: 
 

• 10 vanpool spaces 
• 16 spaces reserved for VIPs/County executives 
• 224 visitor parking spaces (56 allocated for the park, 168 allocated for CAC visitors) 

 
As noted in Attachment 1, under “CAC Visitor Parking” demand peaked at 159 visitors.  Based 
upon the information above, the proposed subterranean lot would therefore provide enough 
parking spaces to accommodate this demand, and the additional demand generated by the new 
park uses (56 spaces).   Furthermore, future plans call for the relocation of certain County offices 
to the County Operations Center in Kearny Mesa.  As a result, the visitor parking demand at the 
CAC could decrease, thus allowing employees to utilize some of the subterranean parking. 
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CAC Employee Parking 
Under the CAC Waterfront Master Plan, all CAC employee parking will be relocated to the Cedar-
Kettner parking structure, with exception of the 16 spaces reserved for VIPs/County executives.  
The County has estimated that 220 of the 900 current CAC employees will be relocated to other 
County offices, leaving 680 employees at the CAC.   
 
The existing CAC employee parking demand ratio (0.74 spaces/employee) was applied to the 
projected number of future employees (680) to derive a future parking demand of 503 spaces 
(680 employees x 0.74 spaces/employee).  Assuming that 16 spaces of the future parking 
demand associated with CAC employees (503) would be reserved specifically for VIPs/County 
executives in the subterranean lot, a total of 487 spaces would be required for CAC employees in 
the Cedar-Kettner parking structure. 
 
It should be noted, that while currently not specifically planned for, the CAC would have the 
room/ability to backfill 200 additional employees.  If the County decided to backfill the CAC to  full 
capacity (200  additional staff), it would result in an additional demand of 148 spaces (200 
employees x 0.74 spaces/employee) for a total employee parking demand of 635 spaces.   
 
CONCLUSIONS 
The 250 space subterranean lot, as proposed under the CAC Waterfront Master Plan, would be 
sufficient for CAC visitors, park visitors and VIPs/County executive parking.  The Cedar-Kettner 
parking structure should be designed to provide 487–635 spaces for CAC employees, depending 
on the anticipated employment levels at the CAC. Any additional parking spaces could be utilized 
by overflow parking from other existing downtown County facilities. 
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